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ABmKAB,Ai$ A (1) : Introduction* 

StJTRA (1). 

Next theh ah ehquiey into ‘what subserves the purposes op 

Mah ’ A3Sro ‘ WHAT SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES 
OP AH AcTIOH’. 

[After the ‘ Principal ’ and ‘ Subsidiary ’ oharaeterr of aetions has been 
discussed, we proceed to consider the question of ‘ PrayuJdi % Motive, question 
dealt with being — ^What is it that affords the occasion of a certain action ? What 
is it for whose acoomplishnient an action is to be performed, or a thing brought 
into use ? — ^This question follows upon the preceding Adhydya, because as a rule, 
it is the Principal Action that incites, and provides an occasion for, the Subsidiary. 
There are some actions however for which the sole motive, or inciting cause, is 
afforded by the desirable result expected to follow from it ; while there are others, 
not directly accomplishing anything desired by the Agent, which are yet performed 
for the purpose of helping in the fulfilment of some other action which latter 
accomplishes something desired by the Agent. Hence the question of the ‘ Motive * 
of an action necessarily turns upon the question as to whether the Action by itself 
fulfils something desired by the Agent, or something in connection with another 
action ; in the former case it would be ‘ Purusdriha \ ‘ subserving the purpose 
of Meux and iu. the latter ‘ Kratvartha ‘ subserving the purposes of an Action 
For this reason, before proceeding with the main question of ‘ Motive ’ (which is 
the real subject-matter oi Adhydya IV, as clearly stated by BAdeya under 5, 1, 1), 
it becomes necessary, to enquire what is * Purasartha ’ and what is ‘ Kratvartha \ 
This latter matter is connected with, and may be regarded as a supplementary to, 
Adhydya III, and yet as an Introduction to Adhydya IV. The treatment of this 
subject goes on up to Sutra 4. 1. 20, after which the Bhdeya (on 4. 1. 21) says — 
‘ Atihrdntah tHlyaviaayah ‘ The .subject-matter of the Third Adhydya is finished 
— Prdbhdkaramimdmad, pp. 196-197.] 

BJidsya. 

Under Adhydya III it has been explained in what nuuiner the Subnidiary 
is to be performed, on the basis of Direct Assertion, Indicative Poto&r, 
Syntactical Connection, Context, Order (or Position), and Name. We now 
proceed to consider ‘ what subserves the purposes of Man ’ and ‘ what 
subserves the purposes of an Action ’ ; — ^i.e. what is that which is to be 
regarded as subserving the 'purposes of Manl and what is that which is to 
be regarded as subserving the purposes of an A^ion ? — ^Even discussions 
(that we are going to have) regarding such subjects as the ‘ instigator ’ 
and ‘ non-instigator ‘ the injunction of r^ults ’ and * Declamatory state- 
ments’, ‘Subsidiary’ and ‘ Principal resolve lihemselves into an enquiry 
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regarding ‘what subservtM the purposes of Man* and ‘%>P'hat subserves the 
purposes of an Action “ How so ? ’’--~Weli, as a matter of fact, a Submliary 
{helping in the fulfilment of the Principal) stdtserms the purposes of an Action, 
—while the ‘ Principal ’ (helping directly to bring about the result desired 
by the performer) sa6aer«e» the purposes of Man ; similarly an ‘ Injanction 
•of Kesults ’ (serving to incite the man to activity) subserves the purposes 
of Man, while the ‘ Declamatory statement ’ (serving to attract the Agent 
to the performance of the Action) subserves the purposes of an Action; — as 
regards ‘ instigators some of them subserve the purposes of Man, wiiile of 
the ‘ non-instigatora % some — [this has to be added here also, says Tanira- 
ratna, because certain non-instigators also, like the milking vessel, subserve 
the purposes of Man] — subserve the purposes of Action. — ^It is for all these 
reasons that we have the statement in the SiUra that, there is now going to 
be an enquiry into ‘ what subsOTves the purposes of an Action ’ and ‘ what 
subserves the purposes of Man 

Of this Sutra, the first two terms, ^ atha' (‘next’) and -atoA’ (‘then’) 
have been already explained under the First Sutra of the First Adhyaya ; in the 
present context, the term ‘ next ’ is in reference to the Adhyaya that has 
dealt with the use of ‘ Subsidiaries ’ (Lq. Adhy&ya III) ; and the term * then ’ 
introduces the particular enquiry relating to ‘ what subserves the ptirposes 
of Man ’ and ‘ what subserves the purposes of Action That which is 
done for the purpose of the action is said to ‘ subserve the pmposes of 
actions ’, and that which is done for the purpose of Man is said to ‘ subserve 
the purposes of Man’. The term ‘jvfhdsd* {‘Enquiry’) also has been 
explained under SUtra I of Adhyaya 1, as standing for the ‘ desire to know 

Thus then the present Sutra serves the purpose of stating the subject 
of enquiry. 



Abhocabana (2) : The definition of ‘ luhat subsm*ms ike 
purposes of Man ’ and of ‘ tvhaf subserves the 
purposes of an Action \ 

SUTRA (2). 

[‘ WSAT SUBSMBVBS THE BUBPOSBS OB MaN ’ IS] TMAT UPON WHICH 
FOLLOWS THE HAPPHSFESS OF MaH.; BECAUSE m UlSfBEETAKINO 
IS DUE TO THE MAH’S BESIBE TO OBTAIH HAPPINESS, 

AND [THE ‘ man’s PUBPOSE ’] IS NOT DIFFERENT 
[FROM HAPPINESS]. 

Bhaj^ya. 

The question now arises — ^What is that ‘ which subserves the purposes 
of Aotaon’ ? and what is that ‘which subserves the purposes of Man’ ? — 
It is necessary to supply the definition of these ; as by means of definition, 
comprehension becomes easier; if the teaching were carried on by pointing 
to each individual act [as ‘ this act subserves the purposes .of man ' this 
act subserves the purposes of action and so on, with each individual 
act], it would be a very tedious affair. Hence the Suii'a has supplied the 
definition — Tkab upon which follows the happiness of Man,~-~i.e. on the 
accomplishment of which Man’s happiness comes about, — that act is one 
* which subserves the purposes of Man Why so ? ” — Became its under- 
taking is due to the Man’s desire to obtain happiness, — and not to (mere) 
scriptural injunction ; while the undertaking of what ‘ subserves the purposes 
of Action ’ is due entirely to the scriptural injunction, not to any other 
thing. — ^Further, ‘the man’s purpose’ is not anytliing different from Happi- 
ness. Thus it comes to this that, whatever 'brings happiness to Man is 
what ' subserves the purposes of Man 

‘ A?9Tiat subserves the purposes of Man ’ having been thus defined, 
it follows that ‘ what subserves the purposes of Action ’ is that which is of 
a kind other than the one just described [i.e. the undertaking whereof is 
due to scriptural injimction, not to the man’s desire to obtain happiness]. — 
[‘ Puntsdrtha ’ is that which a man ordinarily undertakes entirely for the 
purpose of^obtaiuing a reward in the shape of Happiness ; ' Kratvartha- ’ is that which 
helps in the accomplishment of the Purusdrtha act, and does not bring any reward 
by itself. — There are some acts which are neither Pwusa/rtka nor Kratvartka ; 
such as Fire-laying and Vedic Study — says Tantramina (p. 10). — But certainly 
both these are needed for — and therefore — ^helpful in the performance of acts 
bringing about results desired by man. Without Fire-laying and Vedic Study, 
there could be no performance of sacrifices,] 



Adhikabana (2A) : TMiigs like, the ‘ Milking Vessel "" are 
not to he taken as ^ subserving the purposes of Action \ 

Sutra (2), "-[<!!« a6we]. 

The Sutra (2) may ako be explained in the following manner {embodying 
a separate Adhiharana dealing with special instances of ‘ Kraivan-Uux ' and 
‘ Pum^drtha ’ details). — 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamdm, we meet with the following 
texts— (a) ^ Anatidrshyam stpjMi, anatldrshyatnevainam prajaya pmhtihh^i 
karoti ’ [‘ He spreads the grass upon the altar so that it is liot seen ; then the 
altar so surronnda the saerifieer with offspring and cattle that he is not setm ’| 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 5. 2) ; — (6) ‘ Ahdryapurtsdm pashukamasya vtiMm 
hurydt ’ [‘ For one desiring cattle, he should construct the altar in such a 
manner that dust may be taken out of it’]; — (c) ‘ Vaimjdnum pashuMmxsya 
vSdatn hurydt ’ [‘ For one desiring cattle, he should make the su-eeping 
brusli in the shape of the calf’s knee ’] ; — (cf) ' Qodohanhia pashiikdmasya 
pt'wnayU ’ [‘ For oire desiring cattle, he should fetch water in a tnilking 
vessel’]. , , 

In regard to these, there arises the question — betails like those laid 
down in these t^xts — do they subserve tbe purposes of Action or of Man t 

The Purvapahaa view is as follows : — “ Details like these subserve the 
purposes of the Action. — ^How ? — ^The help that they render to the sacrificial 
performance is quite perceptible ; — ^for instance, the taking up of the dust 
and the spreading of grass over the altar, which tend to emhelliah the altcer^ 
and as such come within the definition of ‘ shMsa ’ (auxiliary, subsidiary) 
as ' that which embellishes the substances, is a — according to Badari ’ 

(Sutra 3. 1. 3). — ^From this it follows that the details in question are to be 
taken as ‘ subserving the purposes of the action (sacrifice) 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta — That upon 
which foUoios the happiness of man is what is to be regarded as ‘ subserving 
the purposes of Man ’ ; happiness follows from the details in question ; — 
hence it follows that they should be regarded as ‘ subserving the purposes 
of Man — “ It has already been pointed out that we actually see that they 
render visible help to the sacrifice (action).” — Our answer to that is that 
it is true we actually see it ; but that help does not follow the details as 
laid down for the purpose of rendering tha£ help ; that is, these details are 
found to have been enjoined for the purpose of bringing about certain results 
desired by man [and not for the purpose of rendering any help to tbe sacrifice : 
if they render any such help, it is only iucidentally that they do sol. And 
one thing is an auxiliary or subsidiary to another, not because it helps it, 
but because it is enjoined as being for the purpose of tliat other thing • 
this is what has been explained under the Sutra— One thing is an auxiliary 
to another, because it serves its purpose ’ (Su. 3. 1. 2). 



JlDHIICABANa (2B): The Acquifhig of Property' should be 
regarded as ‘ subserving tJhe purposes of Ma-u \ 

Sutra {2 ). — [as before], 

Bhdsya. 

The Acquiring of Property is the subject-matter of this Adhikaraw, 
.Several modes of acquiring wealth are.found to have been enjoirifed, — ^For the 
Brahma-m,, by means of Receiving Gifts [officiating at Sacrifices and Teaching] j 
for the Kmttriya, hy means of Conquest and the like ; and for the Vaidiyai 
■by naeans of Agriculture and the rest. 

In regard to this Acquiring of Wealth, there arises the question — ^Is this 
Acquiring of Pi’Operty to be taken as ‘ subserving the pirrposea of Action ’ ? 
•or as * subserving the purposes of Man ’ ? 

The Purmpahm view on this question is as follows ; — “ It should be 
regarded as ‘ subserving the purposes of Action because of the restriction 
{as to the modes of acquiring it). If it -were meant to ‘ sub-serve the purposes 
of Man any such restrictions Avoxtld be rneanmgle.ss ; because it is a per- 
•ceptible fact that Property brings happiness to man, whether it is acquired 
according to rule or not according to rule. Hence wo conchide that it must 
be taken as ‘ stil^serving the purposes of Action ’ ; — and here we find 
these rules to be * syntactically connected ’ (Le. taken along) uith those 
Vedic texts wliich speak of de.sirable results following from the actions 
(sacrifices) ; while, in the other case (in the event of the rules being taken 
as subserving the purpo.ses of Man) it would be necessary to construe the 
rule with some assumed sentence speaking of results (following from the 
observance of the rules). — ^We have texts also (which are indicative of the fact 
of the Acquiring of Wealth subserving the purposes of Action) — e.g. (a) 
‘ Agnaye ksdmavate purodashamas^kapalam nirvapet, YctaydhUaqtiBh sato'- 
‘gnirgrhdn dahlC [‘To A(pii-Ksamavat he should offer the cake baked on 
eight pans, if the Ayni happen to burn the house of the man who laid the 
Fire’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 2. 4-5) ; — (6> ‘ Yasya hiranyam nashyet agfiAyddini 
nirvapet ’ [‘ If man lose gold and other things, he should make the Agneya 
and other offerings’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 6); and so forth; — all these 
are laid down as to he done when there is loss of wealth; and all this 
could be regarded as subserving the Action (of sacrifice) only if the acquiring 
of wealth were for subserving the purposes of Action and thus there were 
some relationship between the Wealth and the Action. On the other han d 
[if the acquiring of wnalth Avere for .sub.servmg the puri>oses of Man], as 
there would be no relationship between the Wealth and the Action, the fact 
that the acts laid down in the indicative texts just quoted are helpful to the 
sacrifices concenied coiild be only inferred ; and it would also be necessary 
to assume some re.sult as following from these acts. Thus then it follows that 
the acquiring of wealth . which is supported bj*- the injimction of ‘ sacri- 
.fioing’, — and without which the performance of the sacrifice coxild not he 
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shabaka-bhIsya ; 


aceompUshed, — must be taken up b 5 * (re^rded as connected \\-ith) the in- 
jtmetion of the sacrifice. From all this we conclude that the acquirinn of 
wealth ‘ subserves the purposas’of the Sacrifice 

In ans%ver to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta The 
acquiring of wealth should be taken as ‘subserving the interests of ’Mhii b 
As & matter of fact, the act of acquiring w'ealth is such that when it is done 
it brings happiness to the Man ; hence the undertaking of the act te due to 
the man's desire for happiness, — ^i.e. for the maiirtenance of his body ; wlien 
a mans body is maintained, it already .shows that he has wealth <.)r property ; 
—the sacrifice also is enjoined for one who has his body ; — and it is in tliis 
sense that the performance of sacrifices is laid down for one who has wealth 
or property ; it is not necessary that the acquiring of wealth should be 
included in the Vedie Injunction, (of the Sacrifice) ; as even without the 
word expressive of acquiring wealth being there in the Injunction, the 
sacrifice comes to be performed all -the same (if the performer happens to 
possess the requisite wealth).^ — ^From all this it follows that the acquiring of 
wealth subserves the purposes of Man. 

Further, if the acquiring of wealth were held to be declared by the 
scriptures as * subserving the interests of sacrifices then the wealth so- 
acquired could not be used for any other purpose ; and this would put an 
end to ail sacrificial acts [on accoxmt of the man’s death which would come 
about by reason of his not using his wealth for the maintenance of his body — 
says Tuptika]. 

Again [if the acquiring of wealth subserved the purpose of actions] 
every act would have to he begun with the acquiring of wealth (required 
for the purpose of that act) ; and in that case, there could be no possibility 
of the contingency spoken of in the following text — ‘ Api vd svargdt lohdt 
cKhidyate yo darshapurnamdsaydjl san amdvdsydm vd purwmcmm va atipd- 
tayet ’ (Taitti. Saih. 2. 2. 6. 4) [‘ If a performer of the Darsha-Purnamdsa omits 
to perform in time the Amdvdsyd or the Paurnamdsa sacrifice, he becomes 
cut off from the heavenly regions [Because the only oirciimstance in 
which a man can omit a sacrifice is when he has not the requisite wealth 
tlus contingency could never be possible when every sacrifice would have 
to be begun with the acquiring of wealth.] — Such being the case [in order to 
avoid this absurdity], it will be necessary for the Opponent to- hold that 
the acquiring of wealth (for the performing of a sacrifice) vuuld be done at a 
time other than tlaat of the said performance itself ; and in that case, being 
something extraneous to the performance, it could not be helpful to the 
performance. — ^Nor could the arcqiuring of wealth (for all sacrifices) be 
taken as to be done once for all at a particular time (apart from the per- 
formance of any sacrifice), just as the Laying of Fire is done once for all [and 
in. this Fire all sacrifices are offered]. The eases are not analogoi.is ; because 
in the first place, in regard to the Fire-laying, we have the distinct Injunction 
that ‘Fire shoxild be laid in the spring' [while there is no injunction of tiino 
regarding the acquiring of wealth] ; — and secondly, Fire-laying is not an 
auxiliary (to any sacrifice at all). 

As regards the argument that — “ if the acquiring of wealth were tal^en 
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as subserving the purposes of Man, then the texts la>"ing down the rules 
regarding the modes of acquiring wealth would be meaningless”, — our 
answer is as follows what you urge cannot set aside the fact, that the 
acquiring of wealth subserves the purpose of man ; as this fact is directly 
perceptible, while what you urge is an indirect reasoning ; and indirect 
reasoning cannot set aside direct perception. Hence, by reason of the 
rules laid down, vre might well assume an unseen (transcendental) result to 
follow from the adopting of those rules and rastriotions ; but w'e cannot set 
aside what is actually seen. — ^From all this it follows tiiat the acquiring of 
wealth is for the purpose of bringing about that happineas which is the 
purpose of Man. Such being the case, when one has to perform a sacri- 
fice with Fries' com, he may do it with the com that he has acquired 
for his happmess, or with that which he has acquired for the purpose of 
performing the sacrifice,- — it makes no difference ; as the corn acquired for 
one’s happiness is also Com ; and that acquired for the purpose of performing 
the sacrifice is also Com. Hence it is hot necessary for the acquiring of 
wealth to be included in the injunction of the performance of the sacrifice. 

As for the argument that — “in the Siddhania the rule regarding the 
methods of acquiring wealth would have to be taken along with assumed 
sentences having no bearing upon the context, while in the Purvapaksa, 
the rules are taken along with the directly perceptible injtmotion of the 
sacrificial performance”, — this does not affect our position at ail; in our 
view also the rule is connected with the perceptible act of enjoying the 
wealth, not with any assumed mention of results. — “ But how then do you 
know that the following of the rule brhigs about an xmseen transcendental 
result ? ” — ^It is known exactly as in your case. — “ In our view, the mle 
is taken along with a statement of results and hence it is rmderstood that 
it helps an act leading to desirable results.” — Our answer to this is that in 
our view also the rule would be taken along with an act leading to d,eBirable 
results ; the only difference being that for you the result is learnt from 
verbal texts, wliile for us it is seen (in the form of the enjoying of wealth 
and maintenance of the body, etc. etc.). 

As regards the indicative texts (quoted by the PurmpctAwm)— showing 
that certain rites are laid down as to be performed when one’s house is burnt 
and so forth, our answer to that is, that, even when the acquiring of wealth 
does not subserve the purposes of actions, it is quite possible that there 
should be an injunction of the Ksamavati and such other rites, either on the 
burning of one’s house, or for the obtaining of certain results, or by way 
of an auxiliary to a sacrifice. 

From all this it follows that the acquiring of wealth should be taken as 
‘ subserving the purposes of Man because it is not different from happiness. 



ADHrEARANA (3) : The ‘ Prajdpati-iratas ’ subserve the 
purposes of Man, 

SUTRA (3). 

Even though they involve the renunciation [of happiness] vki’ 

THE ACTIONS (iN QUESTION) SHOUTED BE TAKEN AS ‘ SUBSERVING 
THE PURPOSES OF MaN ’ ; BECAUSE THE AUTHORITY OF 
THE SCRIPTURES IS NOT TO BE DOUBTED. NOK IS 
ANY SUBSTANCE MEANT TO BE MADE (OR EM- 
BELLISHED, BY THE Actions). Consequently, 

ON ACCOUNT OF THEIR CONNECTION WITH THE 

PURPOSE OF Man, it must be admitted 

THAT IT IS THE MaN THAT IS SPOKEN 
OF IN THE TEXT AS CONNECTED 
WITH THE ACTIONS IN 
QUESTION. 

BMsya. 

The Prajdpati-vratas form the subject-matter of this Adhiharana , — 
such as ‘ One should not look at the rising sun, nor at the setting sun * and 
BO forth. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are these ‘ Prajapati- 
vrataa ’ to be taken as ‘ serving the purposes of Action ’ ? Or as ‘ serving 
the purposes of Man ’ ? 

On this question, the Purmpaksa view is as follows : — ' ‘ The ohservmices 
in question Should be taken as ‘ subserving the purpose of Actions ’. — 
Why ’ — Because in so doing, it would not be necessary to assume a desirable 
result following from them (which must be done if they are to ‘ subserve 
the purposes of Man ’).-— ‘ But a desirable result is already mentioned — 
he^-does Tiot become contaminated by sin — The answer to this is that this 
statement is not meant to be an assertion of the desirable result following 
from the observances ; it is only the statement of a settled fact. — From all 
this it follows that the texts laying down the particular observance is a 
prohibition of looking at the rising and the setting sun at sacrifices where 
such looking at ths sun would otherwise be done ; — or [if it has to be teken 
as an affirmation of something to be done] the observance in question may 
be taken as forming part of a sacrificial performance.” 

Against this, we have the following SiddMnta — Though they invohye 
the renunciation — the giving up — of happiness, the actions like those in 
question should- he taken as ‘ subserving the purposes of Man ’ ; that is, they 
have been enjoined for the benefit of the Agent, not for that of an action ; 
what is meant to he enjoined by the text in question is that connection 
with the Agent whose presence is already implied (by the fact that there 
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-can be no action without an Agent)^ — and not any connection with the action, 
which does iior exist. [Such being the sense of the text] the attthoritg of 
Ae scripiurec in not to be doubted, — being, as it is, more authoritative than 
-even the words of one’s parents ; because from the scriptures one derives 
his knowledgt* directly by himself, — ^they being as direct sources of knowledge 
as the sense-organs themselves. — ^Further, such actions as those in question 
•are not found to render any visible help to any substance (connected with a 
sacrifice). — From all this, it follows tlmt, on account of the connection with 
tite purpose of Man, it is the Man that is spoken of as connected with the 
■mtiom like those in queMion [i.e. they subserve the purposes of Man]. 

Further [if the actions were meant to ‘subserve the purposes of an 
Action, then] the eJTort {actioUy) of Man [which is expressed by the injunctive 
-affix in ‘ ikseta \ ‘ .should look at ’] would have to be taken as xxsed for the 
sole purpose of indicating the injunction of the details of the action only,— - 
-and that effort itself would not be regarded as meant to be stressed at all. 

It has been argued above (by the Purmpahain) that — " the text contains 
the prohibition of tlxat looking at the rising and the setting sim which woxdd 
-otherwise be done — ^It is true that it would be logical to take the text as 
•containing a prohibition, — as that interpretation would be in keeping with 
the directly expressed meaning of the (negative) words, — and otherwise it 
would have to be taken as indicating a positive observance, which could be 
done (by the negative sentence) only indirectly ; — ^all this is quite true ; 
but the fact of the matter is that it is the positive observance that is actually 
-expressed directly ; as the texts in question are found to be introduced with 
the phrase — ‘ Now follow his obaervanoes so that it is a posit i'i'e observance 
that ike rising sun should not be looked at. 

Then again, we have the assertion that he does not l>ecome conta- 
minated by sin ’, where wb^t is spoken of is an evil effect in connection with 
the Man, not any in connection with an Action. 

From all this it follows that the Prajdpati-vratas should be taken as 
‘ subserving the purposes of Man 

The same is the case also with the Golaksana-vratas, laid dowm in such 
texts as ^ KartouAkarnyah kartavydh\ (?) 

SUTEA (4). 

,[OBJECn02T] — “As THEBE IS HO DIEFEEENOE IN THE EOBM OF THE 

SCBIPTUBAE INJUNCTIONS, AXE THE ACTS SIMILARLY SPOKEN OF 
SHOULD HAVE TO BE EEGABDED AS BErHGTNG ABOUT 
RESULTS THAT MAY BE FOUND TO BE MENTIONED 
IN OTHER VeDIC PASSAGES [AND AS SUCH 
‘ SUBSERVING THE PURPOSES OF MaN ’].” 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “If it is as you say, then the acts laid down in 
such texts as the following should also have to he regarded as ‘ subserving 
,^the purposes of Man ’ — (u) ‘ Samidho yafati; Tanunapdtam yafati ’ (‘ offers the 


716 


SHABABA-BHi^YA : 


Samidli sacrifice and offers the TdnunupSi sacrifice ’) (Taitti. Saris. 2. 6, i. 1| ; 
— (b) ‘ Ndnrtam mMt ’ One ahonld not tell a lie ’] (Taitti. Sairi. 2. 5. 6. §) ; 
-—m in tliese also Maw’s ej^oH is spoken, of, and here also no snbstance » 
meant to be made or prepared (by the acts laid down}.” 

StlTRA (5). 

[AnSWEB] — BEALETY, a detail is BEGABDED as ‘ SUBSEEVHfG THE 
PHBPOSES OF Man ’ ^whebe no adthoeitativb means is 
FOUND (to indicate THAT IT SUBSEEVES THE PUBPOSBS 
OF AN Action), — ^because in such cases what is 

LAID DOWN HAS NO CONNECTION WITH 
ANY ACTION AT ALL. 

Bfiasya. 

In reality, it is not right that the Sarmdh and other sacrifices would have- 
to be regarded as * subserving the interests of Man In fact, it is because- 
we find no authoritative means for regarding the Prajapaii-vratas as ‘ sub* 
serving the purposes of an action that we regard them as ‘ subserving the- 
pmposes of Man That is to say, in the case of these obsermruxs, we- 
do not find any Direct Assertion (or Indicative Power or Syntactical Con- 
nection or Context or Order or Name) indicating the fact of the observances 
forming part of any actions ; that is why we regard them as ' subserving the- 
pu^joses of Man ’ ; specially as these PrajdpaU-vratas have no conmaion 
mih atvy action at aU. — ^In the case of the Samidh and other sacrifices, on iiie- 
other hand, we find a ‘means of knowledge’ in the shape of Context whioh- 
indicates tliat these sacrifices form part of a certain act (i.e. the Dmsha-Pur^- 
mdsa sacrifices). — ^Thus the two cases are not analogous. — ^As regards the 
‘ Man’s effort ’ spoken of in the texts laying down the Samidh and other 
sacrifices, — that may be taken as a mere reference (to what is already otherveise- 
fcnovm). 

StJTRA (6). 

So IT IS IN OBDINAKY LIFE. 

Ehdsya. 

In ordinary bfe also, when, in connection with accomplished acts fulfilling 
useful purposes, some other act is mentioned without any result of its own, 
this latter is taken to be a part’ of the former acts ; and under this impression, 
when they advise people to keep a fast or to repeat a mantra, they are 
satisfied by merely giving the advice, and they do not proceed to say that 
‘ these acts are part of, or auxiliary to, such and such an act leading to a 
result ’ ; — ^and people do not regard this as a bad form of advice. — ^Thus it is- 
established that, while the Samidh and other sacrifices are auxiliaries to certain, 
sacrifices, the P^afdpati-vratas are not so. 



Adhikaj8a:^a (4) : The, Smrificial Implements are spokm - 
of only by way of ^ reference \ 

SUTRA (7)* 


[POevafak^a] — “ The articles should be offered ; as otherwise 

THEIR MENTION WOULD BE MEANINGLESS ; AND BECAUSE 
NOTHING IS SPECIFIED [THEY SHOULD BE OFFERED AT 

THE Principal Sacrificb].” 

Eha^a. 

There are the Daralm-Purtjtcmam sacrifices, in connection with which, 
we read — '' Sphyaahcha, JcapaMni cha, agmhotrahami%% cha, shurpancha^ 
hra^pnaUcha., ahamyS, cha, vluJthiiaiUiha, muaaPmcha, drsachcha, upcda, cha , — 
etani vai dasha yajUdyudhani ’ [where the ten ‘ Sacrificial Implements 
Sphya and the rest are enumerated], [Taitti. Saih. 1. 6. 8. 2.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are these articles mentioned 
here as to be offered ? Or only as to be used for the purpose for which each 
of them is suited ? . For the purpose of ascertaining this what we have to 
consider is^ — ^Is the text quoted an or a mere rcj&r&mc (recapitula- 

tion) ? If it is an injunction, then the articles have to be offered ; if it is a 
reference, then each of them has to be for the purpose which has been en- 
joined as to be accomplished by its means. 

On this point, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — ” The text quoted is 
an injimction ; as it is then alone that it can give rise to a particular form 
of activiiy: otherwise (if it were not -an injunction), it would be a mere 
assertion, serving no useful purpose. — Further, if they were offered, then that 
would be in keeping with their title ‘ Yajndyudha ’ (‘ sacrificial implements ’), 
in the sense that they would be ‘ implements means of accomplishing ‘ a 
sacrifice ’ (by being offered- at it) ; otherwise, they would be the ‘ implements ’ 
of striking and other such acts (as are done with each of these implements), 
on the basis of the direct injunction of such acts, — and they would be 
* implements of the sacrifice ’ only indirectly. — ^Then again, the number 
(‘ten’) which is specially mentioned would be explicable only if these 
articles were offered ; as in that case all of them — ten in number — ^would be 
offered at a sacrifice ; while, in the other case, as the articles would be used 
for several purposes (as several of them are to be used for more than one 
purpose), their number would not be ten only.-— From all this it follows that 
the articles should be offered. — ^And as the offering is laid down without 
reference to any particular sacrifice, it should be taken as to be done at the 
Principal Sacrifice.” 



718 SHABABA-BHi!?YA : 

SUTRA (8). 

[SIDBHIIJTA] — ^ThE AjmCLES HAYB TO BE BSEB BOB THE PBBPOSS FOE 
iraim SSACH OF THEM IS SUITED — ^BECAUSE EACH HAS A DIS*m?CT 
USE OF ITS OWE ; HENCE THEY SHOtJED BE USED IN 
ACCOEDANCE WITH THE VeDIC TEXTS (LAYING 
DOWN THEIR USES). 

Bhd^a. 

The text in question cannot be taken as an injunction to the effect that 
‘ the articles are to be offered in fact, it has to be taken as a mere reference 
(or recapitulation), becaxise what it speaks of {i.e. the fact of the Implenaents 
being used at the sacrifice) is what is already known frona other sources 
(ie. the injunctions laying down the use to which each of the implements 
is to be put); e.g. — ‘Strikes the altar with the 8phya^ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 6. 
4. 1) } ‘ Cooks in the pans ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 6. 2) ; ‘ Pours the offerings in 
the AgnihotrahavanA ’ ; ‘ Winnows with the winnowing basket ’ ; ‘ Spareads the 
deer-skin under the mortar’ ; ‘Keeps the pounding stone in the Shamya' ; 

‘ Thumps com in the pestle and mortar which has been pre\douaIy washed ’ ; 

* Pounds it with the pounding stone and the stone-slab which have been 
previously washed ’ ; — each of th«^ sentences lays down the use — striking 
and the rest-Hbo which each of the articles is to be put. The assertion of 
what is already known from other sources can only be treated as a reference 
or reiteration — ^As for the ‘Context’ (by virtue of which the Purvapdksin 
has sought to establish the conclusion that the implements in question are to 
be offered at the Principal sacrifice), — that must be taken as set. aside by 
the ‘ syntactical coimection ’ (of the sentences just quoted). — ^As for the 
term ‘ Yagnayvdha' (‘sacrificial implement’), its use is justifiable only if 
the text is taken as a reference, not when it is taken as an infundion. 
Because as a matter of fact, the term ‘ sacrificial implement ’ (‘ Ycynayudha ’) 
can be applicable to the Spkya and the rest only in a figurative sense. — ^As 
regards the number ‘ ten ’, that can be taken as referring to the entuneration 
contained in the text. — As a matter of fact, it is quite clear that the Sphya 
and the rest are brought in and used for the purposes of striking and the 
rest ; to this end there is certaihly an Injunction, — ^in the form ‘ Strikes the 
altar with the Sphya and so forth ; whale there is no such injunction as that 
‘the Sphya and the rest should be made Yajnayvdha\ — Prom aU this it 
follows that the text in question is only a reiteration of the fact, already 
known from other sources, that the article in question are to be used for 
the purpose of striking the Vedi, and so forth. 
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SCTRA (9). 

Further, the Cake ahi> other thshcis have been laid down as 

TO BE OFFERED AT THE FBTJITFITL SACRIFICES. [Oe, THE 
ARTICLES HAVE BEEN LAID DOWN AS TO BE USED AT 
ANOTHER USEFtTL ACT.] 

BMfya. 

The Cake and sneii other thinK>« have }>een laid down a.s to be offered at 
sactrifices leading to desiraisie results ; now if the saerifieial implements also 
were meant to be offert^d, thtni the Cake and other things will have to be 
taken as optional alternatives to these implements : .so that in one ease they 
would have to be rejected, as both tlie alternatives could not be combined ; 
because the Cake, etc., as well as the sphya, etc., would be connected with the 
act of aa^snfidng, independently by themselves. 

Or, the Sutra may be taken to* mean that the articles in question have 
been laid down as to be used for another useful ptirpose, in the text — ‘ The 
body of the Agnihoirn is burnt wit h his fires and the sacrificial implements \ If 
these implements were to be offered in the .sacrifice, they could not be there to be 
used in the burning of the dead body. — From this it follows that the articles 
are' not to be offered. 

SUTBA (10). 

ALSO BECAUSE WE FIND INDICATIVES TO THE SAME EFFECT. 

® Bha§ya. 

The same conclusion is indicated also by the text — ‘ There are fourteen 
libations poured at the PaurrumiAaa sacrifice and thirteen at the Amdvcisyd 
sacrifice’. [If the ten implements were to be offered, then there would 
be ten additional libations, which would make the numbers tw&nty-fou^ and 
tweniy-three, and this would militate against the numbers fourteen and 
thirteen spoken of in the text just quoted.] — ^From this also it follows that the 
passage in question is a mere reiteraiiont not an injimction. 


AiiHiKARAifA (5) : Due signifimme attaches to the siT^lar 
number in the word ‘ paskum * . 

SCteA (11). 

P^BVAPAJs:§A mniinimi] — “The ‘one-nbss’ has ho beabing upok 

ms SAOBIBICE ; AS PT IS AUXUAARY TO THE OBJECT (AnIMAL).” 

Bha^a. 

(a) At tbe Jyotispoma^ there is the aninaal dedicated to AgniSotna, 
spoken of in the text — ‘ Yo diJcaito yadagm^omlyam paahumalabhcete ’ (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6) [‘On being initiated, he sacrifices the anitnal dedicated to 
Agni-Soma ’] ; and (b) the text ‘ Anadvahauyunakti ’ [‘ Yokes the tm> bulls ’] ; 
— similswly (c) in connection with the AshvamMha we have the text, “ Vasantdya 
kapiUjaidn dicAhati ’ [‘ To the Spring, one -sacrifices the Kapiiijala-ihird.s 
[Sha. Bra. 1. 5. 1, 13,} 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^Axe the numbers, — (a) 
one, (6) two, and (c) three, meant to be significant ? Or not ? 

On this question, the Puroapohm view is as follows ; — “ The one-mss 
[as also ‘ two ’ and ‘ many ’] has no hearing upon the sacrijice, — i.e. significance 
is not meant to attach to them, — because 'it is auxiliary to ^ object. As a 
matter of fact, the number (one, two or more) is not an auxiliary, bither 
to the kiUing {a, b), or to the yoking (6) ; it is auxiliary to {a) the animal, 
(6) the two calves, (c) the KapMjala-hixd. What the case-ending directly 
expresses is the number of the object expressed by the basic noun (to which 
the said case-ending is attached) ; — while the fact of the number pertaining 
to the sacrifice could be indicated only indirectly by Syntactical Connection ; 
— and Direct Assertion is more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. — 
Hence it follows that the number (one, or two, oy more) cannot be meant 
to have any bearing on the sacrifice. 

“ The Opponent may say — ‘ The number may not be an auxiliary to 
the sacrifice ; it may be an appurtenance of the Animal (the object denoted 
by the basic noun), and even so, it would have to be regarded as significant 
— Our answer to this is that it does not matter whether an appurtenance 
of the Animal or any other object (denoted by the noun) is signified or not 
signified ; what does matter is tliat an appurtenance of the sacrifice should 
remain unimpaired ; as for the animal and such objects, even if these ai‘e 
impaired (or damaged), the samfice itself remains unimpaired ; and it is 
from the sacrifice that the desired result follows, not from the Animal and 
such things. It is for this reason that it does not matter whether an appur- 
penance or qualification of the Animal 'and such things is known or not 
known ; and hence no such qualification could be intended to be expressed ; 
because it is only what serves a useful purpose that is regarded as meant 
to be expressed.” 



ATtUYlYA iV, p 1 »A I, AUHIKABAHA ( 5 ). 
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StJTBA (12). 

fPOmmFAKgA mfdinued ] — Also b.ica'D’se the text adds 

THE TERM ‘ ONE 

Bhasya. 

“ There is a text from which we deduce the fact that no sigiiificaace 
is meant to be attached to the nun^r (of a noitn) ; this text is — ‘ YaM 
somamapahareyi^ eJcam gam dahav^m dadyai ’ (Shatapatha Bra. 4. 5. “^10. 6) 
H they take away the Soma, he should give one cow as the sacrificial fee ’]. 
If significance had attached to the singular nximber (in ‘ gam % ' cow ’), then 
the text would not have added the word ‘ekam’ {‘one’), as this one-ness 
would have been already signified by the singular number in ‘ gam — 
Sinailarly, there is the text — ‘ Avi dve, dhenu dvl ’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 6. 21. 1) 
Two sheep, two milch cows ’] ; here also the presence of the word ‘ dt'c ’ 
(‘■two’) indicates the fact that no significance is meant to be attached to 
the dual number in the word ' am" (‘ sheep ’). — Similarly there is the text 
‘ Tnn laldmdn" (Katha. Saih. 13. 1)1‘ Three spotted animals’], where the 
term ^trln’ (‘ three ’) is indicative of the fact that no significance attaches 
to the plural number in the word ‘ lalamdn ’ (‘ spotted animals *).” 

SUTRA (13). 

[POiiVAPAK§A contimied ] — “ ‘ Bur the hdmbbb is actually cognised ’ 
— IE THIS IS TJEGBD [then the answer is as in the following jSwfm].” 

Bhd^ya. 

“ You may urge the foUowiug argument — ‘ It is not that no significance 
attaches to the 'tvwmberi because we actually cognise the number as an 
appurtenance to the verb ; for instance, when it is said Pashum anaya 
[Bring the animal], only one animal is brought [and this because the nmnber 
signified by the singular number in pashum", is one]; similarly when it 
is said Pashu anaya [Bring the animals (dual number)], two animals are 
brought ; and when it is said Pashiin anaya [Bring the animals (plural num- 
ber)], several auimals are brought ; — and what is cognised from a word 
forms its connotation (what is signified by the word) ; hence we understand 
from the word itself that the number is an appurtenance to the Sacrifice ; — 
and what is understood from the word cannot, without sufficient reason, 
be taken as not meant to be signified ’.—{Our answer to this argument is 
as follows}^ — ” 
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StJTRA (14). 

[PObyapae^a cmdvded } — “ It is not as you say ; what 3qs ohdbbstooi> 

K NOT SIQKHIEB BY THE WOBB ; AS IT IS EEAIXiY SIGNIEESB 
BY THAT (SENTENCE IN WHICH THE WOEB OCCIXES) 

JUST AS IN THE CASE OE THE WOBB 
‘ P0BYA ’ (‘ FOBEMOST 

Bhasya. 

“It is not as you say. It is true that the number is understood ; but it 
is not signified by the word ; as in reality, the. idea is due to a mis- 
conception. — ‘How so?’ — ^That the number is an appurtenance to the 
sacrifice can be understood only from the sentence (Ssmtactical Connection), — 
and Syntactical Connection is set aside by Direct Assertion (Direct connotation 
of the word). Hence it follows tlw-t the notion of the number ‘ one ’ and 
the rest appertaining to the sacrifice cannot be accepted as signified by the 
word. — ^Then again, what is not actually signified by a word is also sometimes 
understood ; for instance, when it is said ‘ purvo dhdvati *' (‘ the foremost 
man ruiM ’), that naan alone can be called ‘ foremost ’ who has a correspond- 
ing ‘ hindmost man ’ j hence when the term ‘ foremost ’ is used, the ‘ hind- 
most ’ also becomes understood (as implied),— -and yet the words used {‘ the 
foremost man runs ’) do not signify the idea that * the Mndmoat naan runs ’. 
— Similarly in the case in question, when the word ‘ pashum ’ is used, the 
number ‘ one ’ is understood (as implied), but not as appertaining to the 
sacrifice. Just as in the caae of the word ‘ foremost ’ the hindmost is only 
understood, and not predicated (enjoined) in regard to anything, — ^in the 
same manner in the case in question, the number is only understoodi not 
predicated (enjoined), as something to be done at the sacrifice, — ^nor in 
regard to the animal. — ‘ But why should it not be taken as predicated 
(enjoined) in regard to the animal ? ’ — For the simple reason that there is 
no injtmctive (or predicative). — ‘ The verb shall be the injunctive.’ — That 
also is not possible ; as a matter of fact, what the verb ‘ alabhate ’ (in the 
sentence ‘pashum alabhate') enjoius is the connection between the Deity 
and the sxdjstance, and hence it cannot enjoin the connection between the 
number and the object numbered ; as if it did, then there would a syntactical 
split. — ^From all this we conclude that no significance attaches to the number 
(in the word ‘pashum ’ aaf used in the sentence ‘ Pashum alabhate ’).” 

SUTRA (15). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^ThB NuMBBB is EEAIIiY FOUND TO BE SIGNIFIED BY WOBDS ; 

AS THE IDEA OF THE NUMBBB COMBS WHEN THE WOBD COMBS ; 

SO THAT THE COGNITION OF THE SIGNIFICATION OF 
THE WOBD IN THIS CASE IS EXACTLY AS IN 
THE CASE OF OTHBES (OTHEE WOBDS ). 

, Bhasya, 

The particle ‘ tu * (‘really ’) is meant to set aside the Purvapaksa view. 

It is not true that the word does not directly denote the Number as having 
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a bearing upon the sacrific^e ; in, fact the Mumber is found to subast in the 
connotation of the verb. For mstant®, in common parlance, when one says 
" Paahum dnaya" (‘ Bring the unim(d'% the noun ^ pmhmn' Caiumal*') 
being in the singular number, what is understood from the -words is the 
act of bringitu; tip as qiudified by ‘ unMy ’ and tfm ‘ animal ’ ; — when one 
says ‘ Pashu dnaya ’ (‘ Bring the two animals ’) [the noun ‘ pmhd ’ being in 
the Dual Number], what ‘is uudemtood is the same thing qualified by 
‘ duality ’ ; so that unity has disappeared (with the disappearance of the 
word with the singular ending) and dtmlity has appeared (with the coming 
in of the word with the Dual ending) ; and when a thing appears on the 
coming in of a word, that thing is known as the connatathn of tiiat 
word. — Thus, it is found that the edgnUion of the signification of the word in 
this case is exactly as in the case of other words ; for instance, when one says 
‘ Bring the horse % the bringing of the horse is understood to be expressed by 
the words, — ^when it is said ‘ Bring the cow \ the bringing of the cow is under- 
stood to be expressed by the words, — and the notion of the horse disappears 
and that of the cow comes in [on the disappearance of the word ‘horse’ 
and the appearance of the word ‘ cow ’] ; — ^from this it is understood that the 
horse forms the connotation of the word ‘ horse and the cow, that of the word 
‘ cow \ 

It has been argued above (under Su. 11) that—” Direct Assertion sete 
aside the indication of Syntactical Connection — ^The answer to this is as 
follows -Direct Assertion does not say that ‘ wlmt is indicated by 
Syntactical Connection is not true ’ ; all that it does is to express the Number 
as pertaining to the object denoted by the Noun ; and (what we say is that) 
it is this Number as pertaining to the object that is indicated by ‘ Syntactical 
Connection’ as bearing upon the Sacrifice. [So that there is no conflict 
between the Direct Assertion and Syntactical Connection, and hence no 
setting aside of the latter by the former.] In fact, what happens is that 
what is denoted by the Noun, as also what is denoted by the case-ending, 
becomes connected (through Syntactical Connection) with what is denoted 
by the Verb. Hence in. the case of the sentence ‘ Pashumdlahheta ’, what is 
understood (from the words) is the sacrificing (denoted by the verb ’^dMihMa ’) 
as qualified by the two qualifying adjuncts (the animal denoted by the 
noun ‘ pashu ’ and the number ‘ one ’ as denoted by the singular ease-ending 
in ^ pashum'} ; and as the whole of this forms one connected idea, it is 
regarded as ‘ one sentence — ^If the number ‘ one ’ were taken as predicated 
of the animal, the verb, alone by itself, could not predicate what is expressed 
by the verb, as weU as the connection between the number and the numbered. 
-—From all this it follows that the Number is meant to be signified as bearing 
upon the sacrifice. _ 

SUTEA (16). 

To THE SAME EFFECT, WE FESTD INDICATIVES. 

Ehdsya. 

What are these ‘indicatives’ ? 

(a) There is the following text^' Aar?^ yamydh, amaUpta rcmdrdh, 
nabharupdh pdrjanydh, tesdm adndrdgm dashamah ’ [‘ The animals with 
.2 
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Hioonlike eara are dedicated to Yama, the haughty ones are dedicated to 
Riidfa, those in the form of the sky are dedicated to Paryanym ; that 
dedicated to Indra-Agni forms the tenth of those ’] {Vajasaneya Sam. 24. 3).. 
Now here ‘that dedicated to Indra-Agni* could be the ‘tenth’, only 
if the plural number in each of the three nouns did actually signify the 
number three [so that there would be thro© ‘ dedicated to Yama \ three 
* dedicated to Rvdra and three ‘ dedicated td Parjanya thus making 
nine in ail, and then, in addition to these would come ‘that dedicated to 
Indra-Agni as the tenih.} 

(h) Similarly, there is the following text — ‘ Krsnd bhaumdh, dhumrd 
dntariJcedh, brhanto divyah, ahahaJd tjaidynldh, sldhmaataraka^ ’ (Vajasaneya- 
Sam. 24 . 3 ); and in reference to this pa&sage, we have the following — 
^ Ardhamamndm m etat rupam yat pahdiadctshinah ’ (Shatapatfaa Brl. 13. 2. 
S. 1) [‘ The dark ones are dedicated to the Earth, the dusky ones to the Sky, 
the large ones to Heaven, those of variegated colour to lightning, and those 
suffering from Sidhma to the Stars .these fifteen constitute the form 
of half -months ’] [Here also we can have the number fifteen only if the plural 
number in each of the five nouns ^ Kfgitah* and the rest actually signify 
the number threel . — 

From ail this we conclude that significance must attach to the Number. 

It has been argued that “ such expressions as ‘ ekam gam ’ {‘ one cow *) 
show that the Number one is not signified by the singular number (in ' gam ’ ) 

— ^The answer to this is that the word ‘ekam* (‘one’) is used in such 
expressions for the purpose of predicating the connection between the com 
and the number (one ) ; otherwise (if only the word ‘ gam ’ were used), the 
sentence would be understood to predicate the connection between the 
com and the aacrifieial fee ; for this reason it is necessary to read the word 
^ ekam * even when the singular number in ‘ gam* actually signifies the number 
one. — Such, expressions as ‘ two sheep ‘ two cows ‘ three housw ’ (which 
have been cited by the Purvapakain) are mere reiterations (and hence 
do not prove what the Opponent seeks to prove). 


Adhikarana (6): Signijk^nce aUaches to the Gefider-— 
Supplement to the foregoing AdhiMram. 

■ StTEA (17). 

So ALSO IS THE GbNDEB (MEANT TO BE SIGNIITCANT). 

BMfya. 

Having decided as above [thafe signiflcanoe must attach to the ISirumber], 
it follows as a nece^ary corollary that significance should attach to the 
Gender also, as it is expressed by the same word as the Number. It is only 
then that we can explain such texts as the following — ‘ Vmante prStah 
ugmyim krmagrivdmalabhate gnamie mddhyandine- simhlmaindmn, sharadi 
upardhnc shvetdm bdrhaspatydm ’ [‘ In spring, he Sacrifices, in the morning, 
the black -necked animal dedicated to Agni; in summer, he sacrifices, at 
midday, the lioness dedicated to Indra ; in autumn, he sacrifices, in the after- 
noon, the white animal dedicated to Brhaspati ’] (Taitti. Saih. 2. 1, 2. 5) ; — 
then follow the words ^ garbMri,yo bhavanti' [‘These animals are pregnant’] 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 2. 6) ; as ‘ pregnancy ’ can be a qualification of the female 
only, it follows that the animals spoken of mxist be females [which shows that 
due significance should attach to the norms used in the text in the Feminine 
Gender, i.e. the nouns ‘ krsnagnvdm ’, ‘ sirhhim ’ and ‘ shvetdm ’]. — Similarly 
there is the text, ‘ ashva rrnbho vranirvastah purusah — iti te prdjdpatydfy ’ 
[‘ A horse, a bull, a ram, a goat, and a man — these are to be dedicated to 
Prajapati’} (Taitti. Sam. 5. 6. 12. 1);^ — ^in reference to this text, we have 
the following passage — ‘ Muskard bhavanti sendriyaivdya ’ [‘ These should 
be entire (not castrated) in order to be able to have the generative potency ’] 
(Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 2. 2) ; — '‘being entire ’ (not castrated) is a qualification that 
can belong to males only ; hence the text shows that the animals meant 
must be males [which proves that significance is meant to attach to the 
masculine gender of the nouns ‘ ahsvah ’ and the rest]. 

This Adhikara')},a may be presented in a somewhat different manner, 
as follows : — What the Sutra — ‘ So also is the gender ’ — does is to apply 
the details of the (foregoing) Adhiharanya, which has dealt with Number, 
to the Adhilcarana (present one) dealing with Sender. 

The Purvapaksd view in this case (like that in the last Adhikarana) 
would be as follows: — “No significance attaches to the Gender; because 
Direct Assertion sets aside the indications of Syntactical Connection; nor 
do we find any assertion to the efiect that the Gender is meant to be signi- 
ficant. Then again, we have a text also indicative of the same conclusion — 
‘ Stngauh somakrayam ’ [‘ The price paid for the Soma is the female cow ’] ; 
now here the addition of the epithet ^ Stri’ (‘female’) shows that no 
significance attaches to the Femmine Gender of the norm ‘ Somakrayam ’ 
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[for if ifc did, then there would be no point in. adding the epithet ‘ female — 
* How then is it that when one says mr0m anaya (bring the dm), the bmk 
is not brought [as it should be, if no significance attaches to the Feminine 
Gender in the noun ‘ mrgim ’] ? — ^There is no force in tins ; as the idea produced 
by the expression ' mrifim anaya' (wMeh prevents the male deer being 
brought in) is not derived from the words directly ; it is only implied (in- 
directly), as in the case of the expression * the foremost man runs ’ (where 
the notion of the hindmost man is only implied, not directly expressed by 
the word).” 

The Siddhanta in answer to this is as follows ; — Significance does attach 
to the Gender ; in fact, the indication of Syntactical Connection is not negatived 
by Birect Assertion. As indicative of the same conclusion we have the 
texts (quoted above) — ‘ These should be pregnant % ‘They should be entire 
(not castrated)’, — As regards the argument based upon the phrase 
gatfh somakrayavTA ’, in fact no significance attaches to the epithet ‘ stn ’ ; 
so also no significance attaches to the term ^ pwmsa ’ (‘ male ’) found in the 
sentence ‘ He sacrifices male elephants for offering to Prajapati In support 
of the view that due significance should attach to Gender, — ^we have already 
stated a clear reasoning.— From all this it follows that significance does 
attach to Gender. 



Adhikabana (7) : The ^ Oomplementarp Details ’ serve fJie 
■purpose of bringing about an unseen Transcendental 
EffmL 
SUTRA (18). 

[Prirm Facie SiddhInta] — the case of all ‘ complementary 
DETAILS without DISTINCTION, THE ApORVA (TRANSCEN- 
DENTAL Effect) must be understood to be brought 
ABOUT. 

Bhd§ya. 

Complemeatary Details [i.e. such details as come into a sacrifice only 
as tending to embellish the substance or the deity, or both — ^says the 
Tantraratna] are to be taken as the subject-matter of the present Adldkararm ; 
i.e. such sacrifices as the Uttama-Praydja, the Pashupuro0sha, and the 
form the subject-matter of enquiry. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is every one of these 
sacrifices preparatory (embellishment) of the Deity concerned ? Or does the 
sacrifice produce a transcendental effect in the Deity ? 

On this question, the Prima Facie Siddhdnta is as follows': — In the 
case of all Complementary Details withovi distinction a Transcendental Effect 
must he understood to be brought about ; — ^that is to say, in the case of aU 
complementary details, like the sacrifices named above, the bringing about 
of a transcendental effect must be admitted ; because there is no distinction 
between the sacrifices in question and those other acts which are spoken 
of by means of such other verbs as ‘ sacrifices ’, ‘ offers ’, ‘ pours libations 
— And the general principle has already been laid down (in the Bhdsya on 
Su. 2. 1. 4) that ‘ an accomplished entity is enjoined with a view to the 
hvixi^axg ahovA oi what is still to he accomplished''. 

SUTRA (19). 

[PfTRVAPAKSA, traversing the Prima Facie Statement of the 
Siddhantal—' Isi the case of the Injunction (o,f the 
Complementary Details) in question, there can be 

NO BRINGING ABOUT (OF A TRANSCENDENTAL EfFECT) ; 

AS THERE IS A DISTINCTION AMONG VERBS ; AND 
there IS NO WORD ENJOINING THE TRANS- 
CENDENTAL Effect (to be brought 
ABOUT by the Details in 
question).” 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Purvapahsin] “ In connection with the Injtmction in question, 
there can be no bringing about of a transcendental effect ; because there is 
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a distinction among verbs ; that is, there is that verb which expr fosses an act 
serving a purely visible purpose (the cleaning of vessels for instance), — ■ 
from such an act no transcendental effect can follow ; there is howet'er 
another verb wMch expresses an act which does not produce any visible 
effect (e.g. the reciting of a certain 3fantra) ; — from such an act there must 
follow a transcendental effect. — ^Now as regards the particular sueriflee in 
question — i.e. the Pashupurodasa, for instance, — -it serves a visible ])urpc-se, 
inasmuch as when this sacrifice is performed, the Deity coneernecl is 
recalled to the mind; and in the SvUtakrt sacrifice also there is the visible 
purpose servi^ that the offering-material (remnant) is disposed of. [Tims 
then there being visible r^Mults, there is no room for an unseen transcendental 
effect.] Nor is there any other word (apart from the said verb) •which could 
lay do'wn a transcendental effect. — ^From all this it follows that every one 
of the sacrifices m question is a preparatory embellishment (of tlie Deity 
concerned).” 

SUTRA (20), 

[Final Siddhanta]— In bilality, a tbanscendental effect must 

FOLLOW FROM THE SACEOTCES LPT QUESTION ,* EVEN THOUGH 
THERE IS THE DESIRE TO BEING ABOUT (THE EMBELLISH- 
MENT OF) THE BErry ; where thebe is a purpose served 

BY n, THE SACRIFICE OCCUPIES A SUBORDINATE 
POSITION ; WHERE THE ACT ITSELF RESTS IN THE 
BbITY, it is SUBORDINATB to THAT BeITY 
[HENCE THE TRANSCENDENTAL EFFECT 
PRODUCED BESTS IN THE 

Beity]. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality a transcendental effect must result from the sacrifice in 
question ; sv&n though there, is the desire to bring about the emhelHshrmni. of 
the Deity i—wheve there is a purpose served by the sacrifice — this purpose 
being either the embellishment of the Deity or the disposal of the remnant- 
material, — the sacrifice occupies a subordinate position. What happens is 
that by the reciting of the Mantra, the Deity is recalled to the mind (this 
being the embellishment of the Deity — a visible purpose) ; and while this 
visible purpose (of recalling the Deity to the mind) is being done by the 
Mantra, there is the other action of making the offering which is foimd to be 
laid down for the purpose of bringing about a transcendental effect ; and 
there is no ■visible result brought about by this latter act ; — and inasmuch 
as this act of making the offering rests upon the Deity, — ^having been made 
to him, — ^it follows that the transcendenthl effect that is produced by it 
must also rest in that same Deity. 



Abhikabaija (8) ; IntrodiicUmi to the mmn siibjeet-maiter 
of the Adhyaya. 

SCTi'EA (21). 

In EEGARD to the purpose SERVEB by substances and Af!TIONS, 
THEBE IS (SOMETIMES) EQUALITY AND (SOMETIMES) INEQUALITV 
— [this is what is now going to be DEALT WITH]. 

Bhd§ya. 

The treatment of the subject-matter of Adhyaya III is fini.'shed. After 
this we are going to explain the ‘ equality ’ and ‘inequality’ among sub- 
stances and actions, in regard to the purpose served by them. In some cases, 
there is ‘ equality in other eases there is ‘inequality’. For instance, 
there is ‘ inequality ’ between Ainik§d (Curdled Milk) and Vdjina (IVliey) 
[see Su. 4. 1. 22 et seq.h there is 'inequality’ between Kraya (Purchase) 
and Pamm (Dust)* [see Su. 4. 1. 25 et seq,} ; while there is ‘ equality ’ between 
the holding of the stick by the Maitravaruna and the holding of it by the 
Sacriflcer [see Su. 4. 2. 16 et 86?.].— Similarly may ‘ Equality ’ and ‘ Inequality ’ 
be traced in particular cases. 
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[Up to this point we have considered the subject of the Principal act and its 
Subsidiary (which is the subject-matter of Adhyaya III) ; — as leading up to the 
subject of Motive, which , is the subject-matter of Adhyaya IV. Henceforward 
we shall devote all our attention directly to the main subject of Adhyaya IV, by 
itself. In some cases however — -as in the Adhikarana dealing with CurcUed Milk 
and Whey, we shall discuss the question of ‘ Principal and Subsidiary also ’ as bearing 
upon the question of Motive. What is meant by ‘ equality ’ between two things 
is that both of them constitute the ‘ motive ’ behind a certain act 5 and what is 
meant by ‘ inequality ’ is that while one of them is the real ‘ motive ’ behind an 
act, the other is only a bye-product, coming only incidentally. — And it is 
cases of this ‘ equality ’ and ‘ inequality ’ that will be considered now.— 
Tantraratna.] 

* At the Jyotistoma in. the process of purchasing Soma, a heifer is led out of 
the Sacrificial House, and on the spot where she puts her right foot at the seventh 
step, they halt and certain libations are offered ; the dust of the spot is collected 
and kept safely by the Sacrificer’s wife. Now here the Purchasing of the Soma 
is the motive behind all the details, while the collecting of the diist is only incidental. 
Hence there is ‘ inequality ’ between the two. — See Prdbhdkara Mimdmsa, pp. 279- 
280."'"' . .. . 




ADHiKABAiyA (9) : The securing of ' CurdM Bits' is the 
motive behind the mt of putting curds, into hot milk. 

SUTRA (22). 

[FOrvapak^a] — “When sevebal things are brought about by 

THE SAME ACT, THEY SHOTJED ALL EQUALLY BE REGARDED AS 
THE ' MOTIVE ’ OF THAT ACT.” 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Vaiahvadeva sacrifice performed in course of the 
Ohatumimya sacrifices, we read — ‘ Tapte paymi. dadhydnctyati, ad vmshmdSm 
umik0,, ttdjiifhyo vdjinam' [‘He puts curd into hot milk, whereupon the 
curdled milk that is jjroduced is offered to the Viahvedavaa and the liqxiid 
whey is offered to the Vdjins ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — What is the motive behind 
the act of pitting curd into hot milk ? — ^Is it the securing of the Curdled Milk 
{Amih§d), and not that of the Whey {Vdjina) ? Or is it both? 

On this question, the Pdrmpakaa view is as follows — “ Both (Curdled 
Milk and Whey) form the motive behind the act. — Why ? — ^When a useful thing 
is brought about by the performance of an action, that thing is regarded 
as the ‘ motive ’ behind that act ; in. the case^ in question, when the act of 
putting- curd in hot milk is done, both the things are brought about, the. 
Curdled Milk and also out of the same, the "Whey. Now the act might have 
been regarded as done for the purpose of securing only one of these, if there 
were some ground for making a distinction between the two ; — ^but there is 
no ground for making a distinction between the two hence it follows 
that the putting of curd into hot milk is for the purpose of securing both » 
and thus the one act (of putting curd into hot milk) should be taken as 
incited by (done for the sake of) both the substances.” 

SUTRA (23). 

[SiddhInta] — ^In reality, the Curdled Milk should be regarded 

AS THE PRINOIPAL MOTIVE, BECAUSE IT IS IN THAT THAT THE 
MIXED TASTE IS PERCEIVED. 

Bhasya. 

It is not true that both the substances are the ‘ motive ’ behind the 
act in question ; because in reality the Curdled Milk is the motive. — ^Why ? 
— ^Because in the case in question, what forms the offering mcderidl is not vfhat 
is produced out of Milk and Curds j it that were the offering-material, then 
the fact of both Curdled Milk and being produced out of Milk and 

Curds would be a ground for making a dfetinction in favour of the view 
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that both form the ‘ motive — “ Wliat, then, is the offering-material ? - 

The offering-material consists of Milk mix&i with Curds, — “ How do you 
get at tMs idea ? ” — deduce this from the fact that the text speaks of 
‘ sa ’ (i.e. the milk itself mixed with curck), — ^and not what is produced 
out of it— as what should be offered to the Vishvidevas. 

Says the Opponent — “From the use of the Feininme Pronoun i'sd’) 
it is clear that it is the Curdled' Milk {' Amiksd which also is in the Feminine 
Oender) that forms the offering-material, and it is produced out of milk and 
curds ; similarly, the Whey also is an offering -material, and this too is produced 
out of nailk and curds; [so that both stand on the same footing regarding 
their being the motive behind the act of putting curds in hot milk].” 

Answer — It is not so ; it is the hot milk itself wliich, on being mixed 
with curds, becomes the Curdled Milk', so that the presence of the 
Feminine Gender does not affect our position at all. 

Says the Opponent — “If it is the MUk miosed with Curds that forms the 
offering-material, then why is it said that it is the Curdled Milk {Amiksd) 
that is the motive behind the act of puUing curds into hot milk ? ” 

Anstoer — ^That is because it is in the Curdled Milk that both milk and 
curds are present, — ^not in Whey, 

“ How do you know that ? ” 

We Imow it from the fact that the mixed taste of Curds and Milk is 
found in the Curdled Milk; i.e. it is in the Curdled Milk that we perceive 
the taste of Milk and Curds mixed together ; and from this fact it is deduced 
that both Milk and Curds are there. Of the Whey, on the other hand, the 
taste is bitter and pungent [which does not indicate the presence of Milk 
and Curds]. 

Says the Opponent — “ When the curds are put in hot milk, two things 
happen — the milk becomes mixed up with the curds, and it also becomes 
separated from the whey ; why then should it be assumed that what is 
desired to be secured by the act is the mixture (of the milk with curds) 
and not the separation (of the milk from whey) ?' ” 

Answer — In the first place, the mixing of the Milk with Curds is ex- 
pressed directly by the words of the text, while the separation of the Milk 
from Whey is not expressed by the words of the text. — Secondly, the 
Pronoun (‘ sd ’) also becomes constmed with the word that precedes it. 
In accordance with the Purvapaksa view, on the other hand, the putting of 
curds into hot milk would have to be taken as being done for the purpose of 
separating the Milk from the Whey ; — which separating, not expressed 
■ directly by any words, will have to be taken as indirectly indicated; and 
when there is a doubt as to which of the two — Direct Expression or Indirect 
Indication — should be accepted, it is the Direct Expression that would have 
to be accepted as the more authoritative of the two. 

From all this it follows that the putting of curds into hot milk is for the 
piupose of securing the Curdled Milk ; and the use of the word " amiksd ’ 
in the text is only by way of reiteration, because when curds are put into 
milli;, this mixture is exactly ‘curdled milk’ {^amiksd’) itself [so that 
no useful purpose is served by the addition of the word ‘ amiksd except 
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that of reiteration]. — we conclude that it is Curdled Milh which forim 
the motive, aird Whey is not the motive. 

S0TRA ( 24 ). 

Also becaitsb it is the pbincipal thing that is eulogised 
[and it is the Curdled Milk that has been eulogised]. 

Bhdsya. 

It cannot be right to regard both the things as the ‘motive ’ ; nor is 
there any declaration to the effect that ‘ this tlhng is the motive, not that 
thing ’ ; in fact a motive is assumed simply because without a motive the 
act woiild be riseless. Under the circumstances when the injunction of an 
act has been rendered useful by the assumption of one motive, there can 
be no reason for regarding any other thing as the motive. Nor is it true 
that no ground for differentiation is to be found. — “ How do you know that 
there is a ground for differentiation ? ” — We deduce it from the fact that 
it is the principal thing that is eulogised ; i.e. in all cases, the most reasonable 
course is to eulogise the principal thing ; and as the principal thing (Curdled 
Milk) is mentioned first, it is recognised as the ‘ Motive ’ ; aixd when this 
one motive has been found for the act, and thereby its uselessness has been 
set a-side, there is no reason why a second motive should be assumed. In 
the case in question the first to be mentioned is the Curdled Milh and the 
Whey comes second. Hence it follows that it is the Curdled Milk that is 
the motive. 

Further, we find that the Curdled Milk has been eulogised by the words 
of the Veda itself, in the following text — ‘ MUhunarn van dadhi cha shftaUdta, 
atha yat samsrstam mandamiva mastviva, pari cha dadrahe garrhha eva sak ’ 
[‘ Curds and boiled milk form a couple ; when the two are mixed up, 
something like a solid mass appears ; this appears like the foetus ’] ; here 
we find the Curdled Milk eulogised as ‘ foetus ’ ; and it is the foetus, not 
the liquid in the womb, which is the motive behind the couphng. From 
tliis eulogy also we infer that the Curdled Milk is the motive. 

“What is the purpose served by this Ad/iifcarana ? ” 

The purpose that is served is as follows : If both (Curdled Milk and 
Whey) formed the motive, then, in the event of the Whey being lost (or 
spoilt), it would be necessary to put curds again into hot milk (in order 
to secure another supply of Whey) ; on the other hand, if the Whey did not 
form the motive, then in the event of the Whey being lost (or spoilt), there 
would be no need for piitting cxirds into hot milk again. 



Adhikarana (10) : The operation of the steps of the cow is 
not the motive behind the act of bringing in the cow, 

SUTBA (25). 

Thk ‘operation of the steps’ cannot be the motive of the 

‘ BriNOINO up ’ OF THE COW ; AS THIS LATTER IS FOR A DIFFERENT 
PURPOSE. 

Bha§ya. 

In connection with the Jyotistmna, we read — ‘ Arw^yd, pingdk^a 
ehcAwyanyd somam kn^H ’ [‘ With reddish tawny-eyed one-year-old cow, 
he purchases the Soma ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 6. 7) ; in connection with this 
same, there is another text — ‘ ^atpaddni ammiahrdmati ’ He follows the 
cow for six steps’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 8. 1), and then, ‘ Saptamam padam 
odhvaryurwhjalina grhyati ’ [‘ The Adhyaryu takes up with bis two hands 
the dust from under the seventh step ’] ; — ^then there is another text — 
‘ Yarhi havirdhdne prdcM pravartayeyvfy tarhi tendkaamanjyt^ [-If they drive 
the cart towards the east, then he should anoint the ax» with the dust 
taken up ’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 1. 3. 1). \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Bringing up of the 
cow, which is to be paid as the price of the Soma, for the purpose of securing 
the dust from under the foot at the seventh step ? Or for the purpose of 
securing the purchase of the Soma ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that— “ inasmuch as both— the Purchase 
as well as the securing of the dust from under the foot — are accomplished 
by means of the Bringiag up of the cow, — ^both should be regarded as its 
‘ motive ’. We do not perceive any ground for distinction (whereby one, 
and not the other, would be regarded as the motive) ; — ^this has already been 
explained under Sutra 4.- 1. 22, where it has been said that ‘ when several 
things are brought about by the same act, they should all equally be regarded 
as the motive of that act . 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddMnhi — The ' operation of 
the step ’ is not the motive — ^why ? — ^because the Bringing up of the cow is for 
the purpose of securing the purchase (of the Soma) ; as a matter of fact, with- 
out the Bringing up of the cow, no purchase of the Sorrut would be possible 
at a particular spot ; — Whence it follows that the smuring of the purchase is 
the motive for the Bringing up of the cow ; and hence the purchase is its 
motive, and hence it cannot, at the same time, have the ‘ operation of the 
steps’ also as its motive. 

Then again, there is no such injunctive sentence as that ‘ the dusts 
of the step of the cow should be taken up “ But the one-year-old cow 
would be connected- with the sentence speaking of the taking up of the dust of 
the feet”. — ^That cannot be, we reply. The particular sent&nce ‘ JElcahdyanyd 
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knnati" [‘ Pwrclmses Soma with the one-year-old cow’] has declared tlu- 
one- year -old CO 10 as to be used for the purchasing of the Soma, — wliile with 
the sentence spealcing of the taking np of the dtist, the one-year-old could 
be connected only by reason of its occurring in the same Conlext ; — and 
certainly Sentence (Syntactical Connection) is more authoritative than tlu* 
Context. Hence what happens is that the om-year-old cow, which lias been 
declared to be for the piu-pose of the Purchase of Soma, comes incidentally 
to be connected with the sentence speaking of the dust of the feet ; the sense, 
of this latter eonneetion being — ‘ Of this cow which reallj' serve.s a lotally 
different purpose, the dust under her seventh step should be taken up and 
collected — ^From all this it- follows that the Purchase forms the moti%'e 
for the Bringing up of the Cow, and the ‘ Step ’ is not the motive (tf any- 
thing. 

“What is the purpose served by this ” 

If both — purchase and operation of the steps, — were the motive for the 
bringing up of the cow, — then in a case where the seventh step of the cow 
falls upon stone (from "where no dust can be collected), the cow will have to 
be brought up again for the securing of the dust from under her left foot ; 
— on the other hand, if this ‘ step-operation ’ is not the motive, then in the 
case cited, it would not be necessary to make the cow go again for six steps 


m 





Adhikaba:^a (11): The ' WinnowiTig of the Husks ' is not 
the motive of the Potsherds, 

SUTRA (26). 

The 2TAMING (of the potsherd) after its purpose is based upon 

■\^TIAT IS TO COME ; AS THE CONNECTION IS DUE TO THAT ; 

SPECIALLY AS IT IS FOB THAT PURPOSE THAT THE 
ARTICLE IS ENJOINED. 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Punmmdsa, we read^ — ‘ Kapdlem ptiroM- 
sham shrapayati ’ Bakes the cake upon potsherds ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 
6. 2) and further on, ‘ Puroddshakapdlena tusdn upavapati ’ [‘ Winnows 
the husks with the Cake-potsherd ’]. [This refers to the winnowing of the 
husks of the corn which is done at the time that it is threshed, prior to 
being made into dough out of which the Cake is to be made. — Tuptitcd.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^What is the motive behind 
the securing of the Potsherds ? — ^Is it both Balcing of the Cake and Winnowmg 
of the husks ? Or the Baking alone, not the Winnowing 7 

The Purvapak^a view is that — “ There being no ground for discrimina- 
tion, both should be regarded as the motive.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — The naming 
of like Potsherd after its purpose^ — ^i.e. the name ‘ Cake-potsherd ’ — signifies 
thai which is for the purpose of the Cake [and not ‘ that in which the Cake 
has been baked ’ ; so that the meaning of the second sentence cannot be 
that ‘ the winnowing should be done with that potsherd on which the Cake 
has been baked ’ ; and it is only if the sentence meant this that the winnowing 
could be taken to be the motive in question]. — “How do you know that 
such is the signification of the name ? ” — ^As a matter of fact, the Cake is 
not there at the time (of the winnowing) [as it is made only after the winnow- 
ing and threshing of the corns and preparation of the dough] ; and it is only 
if the Cake were there at the time that the naming could be based upon 
a connection (between the Cake and the Potsherd) existing at the time. 
For this same reason (of the Cake not yet having come into existence), the 
naming could not be based upon any past connection (between the Cake 
and the Potsherd). Consequently the connection, between the Cake and the 
Potsherd (on which the naming is based) must be taken to be with what is 
to come [i.e. the Cake that is going to be baked ; so that what the name ‘ Cake- 
potsherd ’ signifies is ‘ that Potsherd on which the Cake is going to be baked ’] ; 
and this connection with ‘ the Cake going to be baked ’ must be due to that 
which is to come ; hence the meaning of the second text must be that ‘ the 
husks shoiild be winnowed with that Potsherd of which the Cake is the 
‘ motive ’ [that is, which has been secured for the ' purpose of baking the 
Cake, which is to be done later on]. 
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Such being the meaning of the second text, — ^in a case where the material 
to be offered is Cooked Rice, and there is no C&ke, if a potsherd were to be 
brought in for the 'winnouung of the hnsks, such a potsherd would not be a 
‘ Cake-potsherd ’ [as in this ease there being no Cake at all, the potsherd 
could not liave any sort of connection, past, present or future, wdth the 
‘ Cake ’] ; and in that case the husks should not be winnowed with such a 
potsherd [as the injunction is that the winnowing should be done with the 
Cake-potsherd-, and this name ‘ Cake -potsherd ’ has been found to mean 
‘ that potsherd on which the Cake is going to be baked ’]. 

Prom ail this it follows that the winnowing of hmks is not the motive 
btshhid the Potsherds ; it is the Baking that is the motive. 


% 




Adhikabana (12) : The and the ^ Blood' are not the 

* motive ’ for the bringing in of the Animal. 

SUTRA (27). 

T^e Blood adstd the Dung aeb not the ‘ motive ’ foe (the bringing 

IN OF) THE animal; AS THE ANIMAL IS NOT KILLED FOR 
THE PURPOSE [OF SECURING THOSE THINGS]. 

Bkdsya. 

At the Jj/oiis.toma sacrifice there is the animal ‘ dedicated to Agni-Soma 
in connection with this animal we read — ‘ Hrdayasydgre avadyati. atha 
■jihvdydh ’ [‘ First of all, he slices out a portion out of the Heart, then out 
of the Tongue ’] — and so forth (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 10. 4) ; — and then there 
is the text — ‘ LoMtam nirasyati, ahahrt aamprabidhyati, sthavimato varMran- 
Mvd apdsydti' [‘He sets aside the blood; cuts out the dung; having 
anointed the grass with it, he sets it aside’] (Taitti. Sarh. 6. 3. 9. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^What is the motive behind 
the bringing in of the Animal ? Is it the offering of the slices of the Heart 
and other limbs ? Or is it that offering, as also the cutting out of the Dung 
and. the setting aside of the Blood ? 

The PurvapaJcsa view is that — “ In accordance with the principle enun- ’ 
ciated above (imder Su. 4. 1. 22)— ‘ when several things are brought about 
by the same act, they should all equally be regarded as the motive of that act ’, 
— ^both must be regarded as the ‘ motive 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — The Dung and the 
Blood are not the motive for the bringing in of the animal ; became the animal 
is not killed for that purpose. Then again, all that the second text says is that 
'‘he throws away the dung, he sets aside the blood ’ ; it says nothing as to 
this blood and the dung being that of the animal (killed for the sacrifice), or of 
some other (animal) ;— that the animal is killed for the purpose of being offered 
to Agni-Soma is indicated by the Syntactical Connection (of the sentence) — 

‘ On being initiated he -kills the animal to be offered to Agni-Soma ’ (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6) ; while the fact of the Blood and the Dung being those of that 
animal could only be indicated by Cointext [i.e. by the fact of the second 
text, which speaks of the Blood and the Dung, occurring in the same 
Context as the text speaking of the killing of the animal] ; and Context is 
always set aside by Syntactical Connection. — Says the Opponent — “ As a 
matter of fact, what is laid down in the second text is the Disposal of the 
Blood and the Dung ; from which it follows as a certainty that they are 
meant to he those of the animal killed for the sacrificial offering, and not 
of any other [as it is only of substances xised at sacrifices that ‘ Disposal ’ 
is laid down in the scriptures] — ^If that is so, then it follows (all the more) 
that the Blood and the Dung do not form the ‘ motive ’ (of the bringing in 
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of the aniinai) [as no action can be prescribed merely for the purpose of 
being disposed of, arul not tor the purpose of being tfsed]. 

“What is the use of this discuasion 

The use of the discussion lies in this that if both {offering and throwing 
away of Blood mid, Dmig) were equally the ‘ motive ’-for the bringing in of the 
animal, then, — ^in the event of there being no Mood and dung of the animal 
killed for bemg offered , — another ammal would have to be brought in ; 
whereas if the Blood ami the Dimtf were not a motive, then in the case rited. 
the action would be dropped [i.e. there would simply be no '‘throwing away ’ 
of the Blood and Dving at all]. 


i 




Adhikarana ( 13 ): The, ^ SvispkrV offering is not the motive 
for the making of the Cake, 

SUTRA (28). 

That action (Svistakbt-offeiiing) which has for its substance 

THE part of an OBJECT [CANNOT BE THE MOTIVE FOR THE 
MAKING OF THE CaKE] ; BECAUSE, IN ITS VERY ORIGIN, 

IT IS SPOKEN OF AS BELATEU TO SOMETHING 
THAT AUREADY EXISTS. 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Darslva-Purrymmaa, we read — ‘ UttarardMt- 
avi^tahrte amdyati ’ [‘ Out of the outer half of the Cake he slices out a piece 
for offering to Svis^akrt ’] (Taitti. Sara. 2-6. 6. 5). 

In regard to this, there, arises the question — ^What is the raotive for the 
making of the Cake ? Is it the offering to Agni, and not the offering to 
Sviafakrt Or is it both ? 

The PurvapaJcsa view is that — “When several things are brought 
about by the same act, they should all equally be regarded as the motive 
of that act ” (Su. 4. 1. 22). 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta—An action like the 
one in question, which has for its substance, the part of an object, cannot be 
the ‘ motive ’ (of anything, like the Cake). — ^Why so ? — Because it is related 
to what already exists. That is to say, any act which needs only a part of a 
thing caimot be the motive for bringing in the whole of that thing ; and what is 
needed in the case of such acts is that the part required should be obtained 
from the thing which, in its entire form, is already there, — ^and not that the 
whole of that thing shoiild be obtained. — ^Just as in the case of such directions 
as ‘ give him a piece of sugar-cane ’, ‘ give him a piece of sweetmeat — the 
meaning understood is, not that an entire stick of sugar-cane is to be obtained, 
but that ‘ a piece should be obtained, for giving, out of a stick of sugar- 
cane already there and that ‘ a slice should be obtained out of the sweet- 
meat already there — similarly in the case in question, what is to be done 
is that a piece sh®uld be sliced off for offering, out of the upper half of the 
thing (Cake) which has been already obtained for another purpose (i,e. 
for the offering to Agni). — ^From tMs it follows that the Sviatakrt offering 
is not to be taken as the motive (for the bringing in of the Cake). 

3 
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SUTRA (29). 

[Objectio?*] — ‘“Inasmuch as the said Cake has been specifically 

ASSIGNED (to AgNI), IT FOLLOWS THAT ON ACCOUNT OP THE NEED 
FOR IT ANOTHEE (CaKE) SHOULD BE OBTAINED FOB THE 
.SVISTAKRT-OFFEBISG [SO THAT THIS OFFERINt; 

WOT'LD BE THE MOTD,'E FOR THE OBTAINING OF 
THE SECOND CaKE] IF THIS IS URGED 
[then the answer WOIH^D be as GIVEN 
IN THE FOLLOWING SCTRA]. 

Bhmija. 

Says the Opponent — “If your view is that the (S'lustoA’rt-ofteriiig is not 
the luotive for the abtaining of any Cake at all, — then this is not right ; 
because in view of the fact that the Cake in question has Vjeen specifically 
assigned to Ar/wo another Cake has to be prepared, out of the ' upper half' of 
which, the offering to Sinsiakrt would be made. Because, as I’egards tlie 
Cake already there, — since it has been already previously assigned to Agni. 
the Sacrificer has no right to dispose of it ; how then coulfl he make an 
offering out of it to any other deity (than Agui) ? — ' How do you know that 
it has been assigned to Agni ? ’—It is learnt from the following text — 

^ Angimso va itu uttmnah svargam lokamayan, te yajnavastu abhySycm 
te. puro^asham kimixamhhiXtvd sarpantanmpmhyayi, tamabmmn mclrdya 
dhriyusm hrhaapataye dhriyasva dditydya dhriyasva, sa tiddhnyata, tama- 
bruvan agivxye dhriyasveti, so dhriyata ; yaddgnlyo'stdkapdWmdi'dsydydm 
paiirpamdsyanchnchy^ito bhavati' (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 2) [‘The excellent 
Angirasas went from here to the Heavenly Region ; they approached the 
Saorifleial House ; they saw the Cake becoming a tortoise and running away ; 
they said to it — Hold for the sake of Indra, hold for the sake of Brhaspati, 
hold for the sake of Aditya ; the Cake did not hold (stop) ; then they said — 
Hold for the sake of Agni ; then it stopped, — -this is why the Cake baked on 
eight pans aird dedicated to Agni is never omitted at the Darsha and 
Pauripimdsa sacrifices ’]. — In view of this text, this Cake can have no 
connection with the Sviatahrt. Such being the case, in view of the require- 
ments of the case, another Cake has got to be prepared ; because until the 
thing has been got ready, there can be no ' upper half ’ of it.” 

SUTRA (30). 

[Answer] — It is not so ; as the remnant (of the former 
Cake) is still thebe at hand. 

Bhdsya, 

What has been urged above is not right ; as the remnant of tlie former 
Cake is -still at hand. The requirements of a case can justify the obtaining 
of a thing only when the requirements cannot be met without the obtaining 
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of that thing- In the case in question the remnant of the former Cake being 
already there, it is quite possible to eut a slice out of the ‘ outer half ’ of it ; 
hence there is no need for the fulfilment of which another Cake should be 
brought in; as that same substance (Cake) which had been obtained for 
another purpose is near at hand, and out of the ‘ upper half ’ of this same Cake, 
a piece should be eut oixt (for being offered to Svistakrt). As all that is laid 
down in connection with the offering to Svistakrt is that it should be eut out 
of ‘the upper half — ^nothing is said as to whether this ‘upper half’ is to be 
of this or that thing ; but it is not possible to do anything with a mere ‘ upper 
half ’ (unless it is the ‘ upper half ’ of something) ; — every such ‘ half ’ 
therefore must be the ‘upper Ixalf’ of something; — as to what this some- 
thing should be, the text speaking of the ‘ upper half ’ needs something which 
may be in proximity to itself ; — ^what is in proximity in the case in question is 
the Cake that has been obtained for the other pmpose (of being offered to 
Agni) ; — hence it follows that the Sviatakrt-o^eving should be made out of 
the Cake obtained for that other purpose ; and hence by itself, that offering 
cannot be the ‘ motive ’ for the bringing in of any other Cake. 

As regards the argument (urged by the Purvapaksin) that — “ [since the 
first Cake will have been assigned to Agni] the Sacrificer would no longer 
have any right to dispose of it and hence could not offer it (to Svistakrt) ”, — 
the answer to this is that the offer in question is of the nature of ‘ dedication * 
to Svistakrt, and is merely verbal, intended to dispose of the remnant (of the 
Cake), and as such, it can be done by the sacrificer (after the main offering 
has been made out of it) ; it is only the actual ‘ offering ’ or ‘ giving away ’, 
which consists in dedication followed by the creating of the proprietary 
right of another person, — and hence cannot be done by one who has no 
right to dispose of the tiling concerned. 

SUTRA (31). 

Because what is offered to Svistakrt is a consideration for 

SERVICES RENDERED. 



We learn from the V«ia that what is offered to Svistakrt is a consideration 
for services rendered. — ” How so ? ” — ^There is the following text — ‘ Devd vai 
sviatakrtam abruvan havyan no vgha iti ; ' so'bravU varam vrnai bluigo me 
astu iti ; vrnisva iti abruvan ; sd'hravit uttardrdhddeva mahyam sakrt sakrt 
■avadydt ’ [‘ The deities said to Svistakrt — Carry the sacrificial offerings to 
us ; he said — May 1 ask for the boon that I may have a share of the offerings ? — 
They said — Ask for it ; — ^he said — May the sacrificer cut out for me an offering 
out of the upper half once each time ’].~This shows that the shai’e to which 
Svistakrt is entitled is by virtue of rendering a service to the 3Deitie.s. The 
phrase ‘ out of the upper half ’ (in the text) is meant to be a praise of the 
offering ; under the circumstances, if it is held that the offering is to bo 
cut out of the ‘ upper half ’ of the Cake dedicated to Agni, then there is this 
.similarity {of the Cake dedicated to Agni) to the said ‘ share for services 
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I’endercrt ’ tlmt Scislnkrt gets the share because he carries the offerlmj that 
has hrcii nutn'f tn Affni [and the said share also is out of i.]ie ('akv ih-<Iii'atC'i 
to ; and wJieu there is this similarity, then the Praise (eoatiiined in the 

c-xpri'':''.ion ‘ out- of the upper half’) becomes intelligible. On the otlier ivaud, 
if tiii' (■Ijrriiiu to k^cisiakrt were made the motive for bringing in iun'ther 
(.‘alco, iiien. as there would be no similarity [between this laftts* and the 
‘ upper liiilf of thi' Cake dedicated to Agni’], the said Praist' wotikl have no 
sen-'f* at all. — From all this it follows that the offering to Srisfakrf eaimof 
hjt‘ tlit‘ niotit'c (fur bringing in another Cake). 

SIJTBA (32). 

Also becaxtse we find indicative-s to the same effect. 

BMsi/a. 

Thei‘e is also a text indicative of the same conclusion — ‘ Tat yat sarve- 
hhyo ha I' I rbhyah mmuvadyati tmrndt idamudare vishvarupamminam sama- 
vadhlyaiH ^ ['Because he cuts out the offering out of all offering-raaterials, 
therefore this, in the form of universal food, becomes stored up in the 
.stoinaeh — It is only if the offering (to Sinstahrf ) is made out of the Cake 
already near at hand, that it can be said to be cut out of ‘all offering- 
materials’, on account of all the offerings being equally at Iiand. If, on 
the other hand, the )S«us^uifcri-offering were made the motive for bringing 
in another Cake, then the offering would be made out of only one ‘ offering- 
material’. — For this reason, also, the offering to Svlstakrt cannot be the 
motive for the bringing in of another Cake. 

The following is anot|ier text indicative of the same conclusion — 
^ k'headt iddm avadyati, sMsat svi^fakrtam avadyatl’ [‘He cuts out the Ido 
out of the Remnant ; he cuts out the »2y?‘s/n^;ri-off0rmg out of the Reixmant ’] ; 
[where it is clear that the offering in question is to be made out of the 
remnant left of a substance out of winch an offering has already been made, 
and not out of a substance specially brought in for that purpose].—" But this 
text may bo an (independent) Injunction (having notliing to do witli tiie offering 
we are considering).” That canndt be, we reply ; as there is no injunctive 
here, what is asserted is the bare statement of a %>rese.nt fact. 



Adkikarana (U); hi connection with ' AbMgMram\ 
there neefi he no '‘Keeping of the Remnant^ or 
A Bringmg in of another mssel\ 

8UTRA (33). 

[Pf-RVArAKSAj — '■ FuU THR PURPOSE OF THE ‘ DllOPPIKO OF ('laRTFIED 
Better' {" Besprinklino ’), there should be a different 

VESSEL. RECAESE OF THE REMOTENESS; JUST AS THERE 
IS IN THE CASE OF THE AnUYAJAS.” 

Bhmi/a. 

I’here is tlio lYrjfipet/a sacrificp, laid down in the text — ' Vcljapeyena 
smntjyahlmo ynjeJn' l‘One desiring self -sovereignty should offer the 
TajapT’ijn >aei’ifk‘e ; — in eonneetion with that same sacrifice, we read — 

‘ H^aptnrhfiha prajapatyrm pashftmlkibhnte, saptadaslio vat jurajapatih, pra,jd- 
paterapfyfii ’ He kills seventeen animals dedicated to Prajapati, for 
the pnrpcjse of reaching Prajapati; Prajapati i,s seventeenfold’] (Taitti* 
Bra. 1. 3. 4. 3-4). — That (at the Vdjapeya sacrifice) there is a combination 
of the ‘animals dedicated to Pi'ajapati ’ vyith the ‘sacrificial animals’ 
(of the Jyotistoma, which is the Archetype of the Vujapiya) is gomg 
to be explained under the Sutra — ‘ There is a combination of the animals 
dedicated to Prajapati, because of the direct declaration’ (Sii. 10. 4. 6). 
— ^In connection with the original (Jyotisipma) sacrifice, which i.s the 
Archetype of the Vdjapeya, there is the injimction of ‘ Besprinkling ’ in 
the text — Prayajasheseiya havlmsi abhighdrayati ' [‘With the Remnant 
of the Praydja-ofi&ringfi, he besprinkles the offering-inaterials ’] (Taitti. 
Bra. 1. 3. 4. 4). 

In connection with this, there arises the que.stion — [According to the 
general law that the details of the Archetype are to be adopted the Ectype] 
as the Besprinkling of the Fat of the Animals dedicated to Prajapati has 
to be done at the Vdjapeya and it has to be done with ‘ the remnant of the 
Prayaja-oftevings ’ (as at the Archetype), — ^should another vassel be brought 
in for the keeping of ‘the remnant of the Pmi/aya-offerings ’ [the Jvhu- 
vessel used at the original sacrifice being otherwise used at the Vdjapeyal, 
and with the remnant thus kept, the Fat of ‘ the Animals dedicated to 
Prajapati ’ is to be besprinkled ? Or, is no remnant to be kept and hence 
the Fat of the Animals dedicated to Prajapati is not to be besprinkled ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ For the purpose 
of Besprinklbxg, a fresh vessel should be brought in for the keeping of 
the Remnant of the -offerings ; — ^because the Remnant of the 

Pmt/ajf'a-offerings becomes available at the Morning Extraction, while the 
killing of the animals dedicated to Prajapati is laid down as to be done at 
the remoter time of the Midday' Extraction, when the Brahma-smnan is 
chanted, in the text — ‘ Tan paryagnilcftdn uisrjavii brahmasdmni diabhnte ’ 
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(Tiiitti. Brii. 1. o. 4. 4) [‘ When Fire has been taken rouiul them;, they 
lot them go; kills them at the chanting of the Brakma-ft'lninn '] ; — now, at 
this Midday Extraction, the Jzt/ul-vessel, in which the Remnant of tho 
/-’/n?/'Vn-offering was kept at the Morning Extraction, is otherwise engaged ; — 
honc-i* it is necessary to bring in another vessel. — Just as at the Aninjnja 
oi'feriiig, n fresh vessel is brought' in for the keeping of the Pr'iadclji/a, in 
aeeordanee with the text — ‘He offers the Anuydja offerings with Pmidnjm ’ 
(Tai. Main. t). ll. 11. (>). — so should it be in the case in questioti also." 

SUTRA (34). 

[Riddhanta] — In reality, there shoitld not be (any ' bbspeinkling 
OF THE Fat of the animals dedicated to Pra.i.4pati), as 
THERE is no VESSEL ; AND THIS ABSENCE OF VESSEL IS 
DUE TO THE FACT THAT THE REMNANT IS ONLY A 
PART (OF AVHAT HAD BEEN GOT AT THE 

Prayaja). .■ 

Bhasya. 

The Fat of the animals dedicated to Prajajjati is not to be ‘ be- 
sprinkled’. — “Why ? ” — ^Because (at this time) there is no Remnant at all. 
— “ Why is there no Remnant ? ” — Because there is no vessel. — “ Why is 
there no vessel ? ” — Because it is only a part : i.e. the Remnant is only a 
portion of the Clarified Butter that had been got for the a -offerings. — 

“ What if it is so ? ” — If it is so, then, any operation that may be laid down 
in connection with a j)art could not be taken as enjoining the bringing in 
of the whole; [so that for the purpose of the ‘besprinkling’ to be done 
with a portion of the Remnant, it is not incumbent on the performer to 
bring in the whole of that Remnant]. — Says the Opjionent — It may be 
that it does not enjoin the bringing about of t-he whole ; but the keeping 
of what had been already brought in (in connection with the Pra?/fy a -offerings 
in tho morning) would be implied by the requirements of the case ”. — Our 
answer to this is as follows : — What we say is that, inasmuch as the 
Remnant is only a part (of wliat has been used), the ‘ besprinkling ’ cannot 
be taken as supplying tho motive for bringing in the substance (for besprinkling 
with). The Remnant is only a part of the Clarified Butter that has ]>epn 
\ised at the Prayaja, and when it is used for liesprinkling the offi'ring- 
materials, it is by way of ‘disposal’ ; and the ‘ Bes]>rinkling ’ is not a fruitful 
ac.‘t (i.e. au act loading to an unseen transcendental result); [and hence it is 
an act that need not be done if 'there is no Remnant to ' disjiose of’]. — 
“ But we find the Accusative ending in the word ‘ harirhs! ’ (in the text 
‘ Havimsi ahhigJulrayati which shows that the offering -materials {Havis) 
constitute the principal factor [and hence so long as the offering-materials 
are there, the act of besprinkUng them has to be done].” --Not so, we reply. 
As in that case, it would be necessary to assume an unseen effect produced 
upon the offering-materials by the Besprinkling. On the other hand, if the 
Clarified Butter be taken as the principal factor [so- tlnat there should be 
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hfsprrnhlhi'j oziiy if the Butter is there], the purpose served by the 
]}/;<:prhiJ:lhnj is the visible one of emptjdng the JaAti-vessel ; — ^there is need 
that this Remnant evf the Clarified Butter should not get mixed with the 
Butter for the Aji/ahkuga offering, — ^this is the purpose of emptying the 
Jiihfi , — not that the offering-material should be besprinkled. Thus then, 
there is no need at all for the besprinkling of the Fat of the animals dedi- 
eated to T'rajapati : why tlien should the Eemnant be kept ? [and if no 
Keinnani is to be kept, why should a fresh vessel be brought in ?]. 

St3TRA (35). 

Also because the ‘ Joint killing ’ is spoken of as a reason for 

THE ‘ BESPRINKLING ’ [THE TEXT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 

purely commendatory]. 

Bhmya. 

Becaitse the ‘ Joint killing ’ is spoken of as a reason for the ‘ besprinkling % 
the statement that ‘ he kills the animals together ’ should be taken as purely 
commendatory (according to Su. I. 2. 26-30). — Then again, wq have the 
following text — '' Tirtham vai prdtfihsavanam, yat prdtahsavane pasham 
tdahkyante iuthe evaUdndlabhate sayonitvdya, atho vapdndm abhigrtatvdya ’ 
B The l\Iorning Extraction is a sacred place ; hence when animals are killed 
at the 'Morning Extraction, they are killed at a .sacred place ; for the purpose 
of having a common source and also for the besprinkling of the Fat’], 
In this passage the besprhikling of the Fat is spoken of as done (at the 
Morning Extraction! for a totally different person ; and this indicates that 
ill the case, under consideration [i.e. the Midday Extraction] there is to be 
no hesprmklmg. 

SUTRA (36). 

Also because we find the entire negation (of Besprinkling),. 
Bhdsya. 

The following text clearly indicates that there is no Besprinkling’. — 

‘ Saoyd rd einrhi vapd yarhi anabhiqhrid, brahma vai hrahmasdma, yad 
hrahmasdmni dlabhate tena asavyah tena abhigJiHd Hi' [‘The Fat which 
is not besprinkled is tough ; the Brahrm-sdman is Brahman ; that which is 
killed at the time of the chanting of the Brdhrm-sdman cea-ses to be tough, 
being besprinkled thereby’]; — here the term "savya" denotes toughness; so 
that the phrase ‘ savyd vapd ’ indicates that the Fat has not been he- 
sprinTded [and the latter part of the text ‘ Brahma vai, etrj shows that the. 
softening of the Fat which, in other cases, is done by the besprinkling, is 
done, in the case of the animals dedicated to Prajapati, by their being killed 
at the time of the chanting of the Brahtna^sdman ; which means that there 
is no heed for Besprinkling in this case]. 
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SUTRA (37). 

£SaYS THK UpPONENT]— •' WHEK the BESPRIHKLI2^G ’ IS At'TUAr.LY 
TIlEnE, THE DEPLAEATIOH OF ' ToITOHNESS ’ THAT IS FOUND [MUST 
HE A mistake] ” — W THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS 
IN THE NEXT StJTEA]. — [T hE PHRASE ‘ ITI CHET •jF 
THIS IS URGED OF THE NEXT SuTKA HAS TO 
BE CONSTRUED WITH THIS SuTRA — SAYS 
THE SUBODHINI.] 

BJulsi/n. 

Says tho Opponent — “ What has been said in the preceding Siit-ra is not 
right ; because the flcchiration of ' towjhness ’ lian heoi mmle even though the. 
BesprhiWvng is there [(nvl hence the rleclnrnthn must he wrong]. In fact, for 
tho Fat, there is another ‘ besprinkling ’ also, spoken of in the following 
text — ‘ Upmtrmt/l nJuant hiranyashakalani, mpd hiranijashakalanu iato'- 
bh‘{/hurai/afi ' (Aita. Bra. 2. 14) ['Spreads clarified butter over, the gold- 
piece ; the Fat is the gold-piece, hence he besprinkles it with clarified 
blitter’]; *'*Dd when there is this ‘■besprinkling’, how could the Fat be 
' tough ’ ? And yet the declaration is there. For this reason no such idea 
can be entertained as that the Fat is actually found to be ' tough 
Consequently we conclude that there must be ' besprinkling ’ with the- 
remnant of the JPm.gajrt-offerings ; and when this ‘ besprinkling ’ is actually 
found there, tlie idea that the ‘ Pat is tough ’ must be treated as an 
illusion.” 

StiTRA (38). 

[Answer] — The declaration of ‘ toughness ’ cannot but be taken 
AS indicative of the absence of ‘ BESPRINKLING 

BMsya. 

If what has been urged above means that — “ inasmuch as the Be- 
sprinkling is actually there, the declaration of ‘ toughness ’ cannot be taken 
as rightly indicative (of the absence of ‘ Besprinkling ’) ”, — then our answer 
is that it cannot but be taken as indicative (of the absence of besprinkling). 
— specially that ‘ besprinkling ’ which actually does the softening of the 
Fat. — “ Which i.s that Besprinkling which does this ? ” — It i.s the finsf, 
one (i.e. the one that is done when the Pat i.s extracted) ; it i.s the first 
one that does the softening ; not the second [i.e. that besprinkling which is 
done when the Fat is being cooked] ; the second would do the softening of 
w'hat is already softened ; and yet no softening is done of that which i.s already 
softened. — Just as in ordinary life, people are found to say — ' On coming 
out of the forest, when we took the oily food in Devadatta’.s bouse, — that 
made us cease to be rough ’ — even though there may have laeen other oily 
foods taken ; in the same manner, on account of the absence of the " be- 
sprinkling ’ \vhich would have removed the ‘ toxighness it is only right 
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that the Fat shoxild be spoken of as ‘ tough It would however not 
be right, if the besprinkling were done. — From this also it follows that there 
is no besprinkling of the animals dedicated to Prajapati with the remnant 
of the Prayaja-oUerkig, 

SUTRA (39). 

The deolabation [of ‘ toughness *] would be justifiable, because 

IT IS THE PBBDOMINANT FACTOR. 

Bhdaya. 

The Sutra is an answer in anticipation of the following argument of 
the Opponent — “ If on account of the absence of the first Besprinkling (i.e. 
the one which is done when the Fat is extracted), the statement that 
‘the Fat is tough’ canno’t be right, —-then since another ‘first’ would 
be there [the statement may be justified]. — ^Which is that other first ? — ^It 
is that ‘besprinkling’ which is dono to the Fat when it is being cooked, 
and the other ‘ bnsprinkling ’ is that which is done to it when it has been 
extracted.” 

The answer to this is that the declaration of ‘ toughness ’ would he jmt/ifi- 
able became it is the predominant factor ; that is to say, the declaration can 
be Justified only if there is absence of that Besprinkling which is done with 
the remnant of the Pmyajfa-offering, — even though there may be a he- 
sprmkUng of it when it is being cooked, and also whm it has been extracted ; 
because that besprinkling which is done while the Fat is being cooked 
would be burnt by the heat of the Fire ; and that which is done to it when 
it is extracted is destroyed by the particles of Fire and particles of Heat ; so 
that the Fat remains as ‘tough and dry’ as ever. The besprinkling 
with the remnant of the Praydja-a&Qrmg, however, is done to the Fat 
when it is quite cool, hence it softens it ,* when it has thus been softened, 
if another Besprinkling is done to it at the time of offering it, this second 
besprinkling does not soften it ; and as this second besprinkling does not 
soften it, the declaration that it is ‘ tough ’ is quite right. This is what we 
have explained above. 

From all this it follows that the remnant of the Pmt/aya-offering need not 
be kept (for the besprinkling of the animals dedicated to Prajapati). 



Adhikaeana (15) : The ‘ Bringing in ’ is the ‘ motive ’ for 
securing the Clarified Butter with its qualifications, 

StTTRA (40). 

The * Bringing in ’ should be regarded as the principal (motive), 

BECAUSE WE FIND AN INDICATIVE TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Purnamasa, we read — ^ AtiMyedo 
mrhiT} prati aamdnayati- juhvmrvaupabhrtam' [‘Having passed over the 
third Prayaja. called It, he should bring into the Juhu the Clarified Butter 
contained in the Upabhrt Sruva, for the purpose of performing the fourth 
Prayaja, called Varhis'l. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the ‘ Bringing in ’ 
here spokeit of the motim of getting the Clarified Butter along with its 
qualifications (of being held in the ladle four times) [i.e. is the Butter to 
be got in along with its qualifications, so that it may be brought in into the 
Juhu\ ? 

The Purvapahsa view on this question is that — “The Bringing in is 
not the motive of the Clarified Butter. — ^Why ? — ^Because the Clarified 
Butter that is brought m is only a part of that which is used at the Prrvyaja 
and Anuyaja, and hence, in accordance with the foregoing AdMkctrana, the 
Bringing in, cannot be the motive for it.” 

The Siddhdnta. is as follows: — The '‘Bringing in'' should be regarded as 
tho pri/ncipal motwe, because we find an inddcaHve to that effect. — What is 
tliat indicative ? ” — ^In connection with the Atiihyd Ispi we read — ‘ Cliatrur- 
qrhUani djydni bhavanti, nahyatra anuydjdn yaksyan bhaoatd ’ [‘ The Clarified 
Butter is taken (into the Juhu) only foiir times, because he is not going to 
perform the Anuyaja sacrifices’] [The Clarified Butter taken out with the 
Sruva four times, is called the ‘ Ohatmgrhnta-djya ’]. — ^Now if the Bringing’in of 
the Ajyct were for the Pranjdjas, then one Chaturgrhita-djya would be for those, 
one would go into the Anw/djas, and the third to the Apitliflja-Idd ; [in this 
manner, the plural mimber in ‘ dgydm.'' would be justified] ; but when there 
are noAmvydjas to he performed [as the text says — ‘ one is not going to perforin 
the Anuyaja sacrifices one ChaUurgrhiia-djya would have to be got into the 
Uprabh/rt for being ‘brought in’ (for the Ear/w'-sacrifice), — not for the 
Amt/ydjas (which are not going to be performed) ; — as it is only thus that the 
plural number in ‘ djydmh ’ would become justified ; as otherwise, as there 
are no Aivuydjas going to be performed, if no Chats.erffrJulto.-djya were got 
into the Upahho't, there would be no justification for the plural number in 
the phrase ‘ ChcUAirgrhlidni djydmi — From all this it follows that the 
Bringing in does form the motive (of the getting in of the Clarified Butter). 

Says the Opponent — “ What you have shown us is a mere indicative ; 
what is the authority [for regarding the Bringing in as the motive] ? ” 
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Aneiwer — Wc have seen that the purpose served by the Clarified Butter 
is that the t\v<j Praydjas are to be .performed ; so that what would be needed 
would be that the Clarified Butter should be brought into the not that 

the Upnbltrf should be emptied (of the Clarified Butter by this latter being 
brought into the Jiihu). Because the emptying of the Upabhrt, ii done, 
could be regarded only as serving an unseen (transcendental) purpose, 
whereas the bringing in of the Clarified Butter into the Juhu serves the visible 
purpose (of using the Butter in the offerings). Hence what prompts the 
getting in of Clarified Butter into the XJpahhrt is the Bringing in of that 
Butter (from the XJpahhrt) into the JiM, for the purpose of being offered 
at the (Foiu’th) Praydja (called ‘ Varhis^), and it is going to be shown (in the 
next Adhikarana) later on that the said bringing in of the Butter from the 
Upabhrt into the Jiihii serves the purpose of the Praydja as well as the 
Anuydja. 

SUTRA (41). 

If the text ‘ ChathegehitIni ajyani ’ weee taken as an Injunc- 
tion, THEN THE STATEMENT OF THE SEASON [‘ BECAUSE HE. 

IS NOT GOING TO FEEFOEM THE AnUYAJAS ’] WOULD 
BE MEANINGLESS. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the sentence ‘ Chaiurgrhitdni ajyani ’ 
be taken as an Injunction ? ” 

Our answer to this is as follows If the sentence were an Injunction, 
then the statement of the reason — contained in the sentence ‘ Because he 
is not going to perform the Anuyd.jas' would become meaningless. As a 
matter of fact, the sentence could be taken as an Injunction only w'hen it 
is understood that the ‘ Bringing in ’ is not for the purpo.se of the Praydjas, 
— and when the sentence is an Injunction, then the non-performance of the 
Anuyujas could not be taken as a reason (a.s an Injunction does not require 
the statement of a reason) ; — and if there can be no reason, then there is no 
sense in the statement ‘ Becaixse he is not going to perform the Anuydjas 
which is clearly a ratiocinative declaration. — .From all thi.s it follows that 
the ‘ Bringing in ’ of ths Clarified Baiter contained in the Upabhrta into the 
Juhu, for the purpose of the Praydja offerings, prompts (and is the motive 
for) the getting of Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt. 

“ What is the piupose served by this discussion ? ” 

Answer — If the ‘ Bringing in ’ is for the purpose of the Prayd,ja offerings, 
all that Butter .should be brought (in to the Juhu) which would be needed 
for the Praydja offering.s — i.e. half of what is contained in the Upabhri ; 
on the other hand, if the said Bringing in were not the motive of getting 
the Butter into the Upabhrt, then it would not be necessary to bring in. 
either exactly half of what is contained in the Upabhri, or as much as would 
be required for the Prayd,jas. 



Adhikabana (16): The Clarified Butter contained in the 
Upahhrt is used at the Praydjas as well as at the 
Anu^djas, — while that contained in the Juhu is 
used at the Praydjas only. 

SUTRA 142). 

[PCbvapaksa] — “The Originative Injunction, (not ' rbfebbing to 

ANY BABTIGULAB ACTION), — THEBE SHOULD BE NO DIEFEBENTIATION.” 

Bhdsya. 

In eoniiection with the Daraha-PurrustmoM we read-r~-‘ Chaturjuhvdm 
grhn^ti, mlccu upahhrti grh^dti* [‘He pours it into the JuMi four times, he 
pours it into the Upahhrt eight times’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 5. 4-5). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — :Are the Clarified Butter 
poured into the Jiihu and the Clarified Butter poured into the Upahhrt, 
hoth used at both, — ^i.e. at the Pmydjaa as well as at the Anuydjas ? Or 
that poured into the Jvhu is to be used at the Prayajaa and that poured 
into the Upajbhrt is to be xxsed at the Anuydjaa ? Or that the Upabhrt 
is to he used at both — the Praydjas as well as the Anuydjas ? 

The ’Purvapdkaa view is that — “ Both are used at both . — Why ? — 
Because whatever can be done with Clarified Butter should be done at 
every sacrifice, as there can be no differentiation.” 

SUTRA (43). 

[Siddhanta] — Of the two, that contained in the JuhO is clearly 

PRECLUDED FROM THE AnUYAJAS. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not correct to say that “ both are to be used at both ” ; because 
the Clarified Butter contained in the Jvhu, is to be used at the Pra/yd,jas, 
and that contained in the Vpabhrt is to be used at both. — “ Why so ? ” — 
Because there is the text — ‘ Yat jukvdm grhndH rtubhyastat grh/nAti. rfa/vo 
vai praydjdh ’ [‘ What he pours into the Juhu, he pours for the Seasons ; 
verily the Prayajaa are the Seasons’] ; and here we find that the text, speak- 
ing as it does of the Clarified Butter contained in the JiJiu, mentions the 
Praydjas only with a view to preclude the Anuydjas (from the said Butter). 

Says the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, we do not find in the text 
anything to indicate the preclusion of the Anuydjas ; all that the sentence 
— ‘ What he pours into the Juhu, he pours for the Praydjas ’ (Sha. Bra. 1. 3. 
2. 8)— lays down is, that the Clarified Butter in the JuJiu is to be used at the 
Pra/ydjas, and it has not the power to preclude the Amiydjas.’' 
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Oiir answer to this is m follows; — ^We do not say that the sentence 
is preclusive (prohibitive) ; what we mean is that, while the originative 
injunction of the Clarified Butter says nothing regarding its donneotion ' 
with any purpose- or use,— the text quoted under this Sutra [‘ Yat jiAvdm 
grhndti, etc.’] clearly shows that the said Clarified Butter in the Juhu is for 
the purpose of the Praydjm ; and the conclusion that it is not to be used at 
the Anuydjas is deduced from the ekhsene^ of any text mentioning its con- 
nection with these Anuydjas; this is what we mean %vhen we say that the 
sentence quoted serves the purpose of precluding the Anuydjas. 

SUTRA (44). 

[Objection]—" The case with the Clarified Better contained 

IN THE UpABHBT AI.SO SHOULD BE SmiLAR ”, — H? THIS IS URGED, 

THEN [the answer SHALL BE AS IN THE FOLLOWING 

SCtba]. 

BJidsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If your view is that the Clarified Butter in the 
Juhu is precluded from being xised at the Anuydjas^ while that contained in 
the Upabhrt is to be used at both (the Praydjas as well as the Anuydjas), — 
then what -we say is that it may be concluded that the Clarified Butter in 
the J‘iAm is to l>6 used at the Praydjas only, — but it cannot be concluded 
that the Clarified Butter contained in the Upabhrt may be used at both 
{Praydjas as well as Anuydjas) ; in fact this latter also should, be similar ; 
i.e. it should be like the Clarified Butter contained in the Juhu ; [i.e. it should 
be used at the Anuydjas only]. — ^How so ? — ^Because in the following text, 
the Clarified Butter contained in the Upabhrt is clearly spoken of as to be 
used at the Anuydjas only — ‘ Yat upabhrti grhnAti anuydjebhyastdt gfhi^ii, 
chhanddmsi hi anuydjdh ’ What he pours into the Upabhrt he pours 
for the Anuydjas, because the Anuydjas are the Metres ’] (Shatapatha Bra. 
L 3, 2. 9) ; here it is clearly stated that the Clarified Butter contained in 
the Upabhrt is to be used at the Anuydjas only.” 

SUTRA (45). 

[Answer] — Inasmuch as [the Clarified Butter in] the Juhu 

HAS BEEN PRECLUDED (FROM THE AnUYAJAS), THE TEXT 

quoted (in the last Sutra) should be taken 
AS A bare statement OF FACT. 



It is not as has been explained by the Opponent. As a matter of fact 
the Clarifi.ed Butter in the Upabhrt is to be used at both {Anuydjas as well 
as Praydjas) ; because we have the following text — ‘ Yadastdvupablvrti 
grhndti praydjdnuydjebhyastat grJmoM^ [‘The Clarified Butter that he 
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pours into the Upabhrt eight times is poured for the Praydjas and the 
Artuydjas ’] (Sha. Bra. 1. 3. 2. 9),—-“ But we have already explained that 
the text he pom's it for the Anuydjas ’ distinctly shows that the Clarified 
Butter in the Upabhrt is to be used at the Anuydjas only.” — Our answer 
to this is as follow’s : — hmstnueh as the Clarified Bvtter in the Jnhu has 
been precluded from the Anuydjas, the. text quoted {by the Opponent} should 
be taken as a bare statement of fact. That is to say, on account of the possibi- 
lity of both— the Clarified Btitter in the Juhic and the Clarified Butter in the 
Upabhrt — ^being iised at both (the Praydjas as well as the Anuydjas), that 
contained in the Jvlm has been precluded from the Anuydjas (by the text 
quoted under Su. 43) ; — ^not so the Clarified Butter contained in the 
Upabhrt ; so that while the fact of the Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt being 
used at both Praydjas end Anuydjas is duly recognised, the assertion (in 
the text quoted by the Opponent under Su. 44) to the effect that the said 
Bixtter is to be used at the Anuydjas may be taken as a bare statement of 
a recognised fact ; and it cannot be taken as precluding the Butter in the 
Upabhrt from being used at the Praydjas, as its use at the Praydjas is laid 
down in a Vedic text (viz, — ‘ Clarified Butter that one pours into Upabhrt 
eight times, is poured /or the Praydjas and the Anuydjas — ^From all this, 
it follows that the Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt should be used at both — 
the Praydjas as well as the Anuydjas. 

Further, it has been laid down (in the text dealt with under Sdtras 
4.0, et seq.) that the Clarified Butter is to be brought from the Upabh^'t into 
the J uhu [and what is contained in the Juhu is xised at the Praydjas] ; 
hence for this reason also, the fact of the Clarified Butter contained in the 
Upahhfi being tised at the Praydjas caiinot be denied. 



Adhikakana (17) : What is meant hy the Clanfiecl .Butter 
being poured into the Upahhrt ‘ eight times ’ is that it 
should be poured ^ four times'' twice over, and not 
‘ eight times '' all at once. 

SOtra (46). 

[PtjRVAPAK§A continued] — “ It should be eight in number ; as 
SUCH IS the Direct Assertion.” 

Bhdsya. 

• We have the text — ' Astamipabhrti grhy.ati^ [‘He poiirs Clarified Butter 
into the Upabhrt eight times’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3- 5. 5). 

In regard to tMs, there arises the question — ^Is it meant that the 
Clarified Butter in the Upabhri is embellished by the eight pourings, all 
at once ? Or is the number ‘ foiu* ’ a qualification for the two pourings 
[i.e. the Pouring is done twice, and four times each time] ? 

The Purmpaksa view on tins question is as follows: — -“The number 
qualifying the Poming is ‘eight’, — and not the number ‘Four’ twice over.” 
— ^Why so ? — Because such is the Direct Assertion ; that is, what is directly 
asserted in the text is the number ‘ eight ’, and the number ‘ Four ’ is only 
indicated by the numher eight ; and when there is conflict between Direct 
Assertion and Indication, it is the Direct Assertion that is to be accepted. — 
From this it follows that the Poxuring into the Upabhrt is to be eight in 
number. 

SUTRA (47). 

[PtjEVAPAKSA concluded] — “Also because op the benefit cok- 
fbered upon the Clarified Butter contained 
IN the JUHfl.” 

Bha§ya. 

“ There is the following text which speaks of benefits conferred — 
‘ Chaturgrhitam vd Stadabhut tctsya dghdramdghdrya triratah prachlnani 
praydjdn yajati samdnayate chaiurgrhitatvaya ’ [‘It became poured four 
times ; pouring libations of that, he offers out of it three Praydjas towards 
the. east ; then the two are brought together, for the purpose of making 
it Ghaturgrhlta (poixred foxir times)’]. — ^Npw the question arises— In what 
manner woxild it be helped to become poured four times {ChaturgrhUam) 1 — 
Does it become Ghaturgrhlta by being brought together ? ' We say. No. In 
fact, from the very first, the Clarified Butter in the Jidiu has been 
Ghaturgrhlta ; even what remains after the pouring of the libations, is one 
the number of whose pourmg in hapl been / pm?*. — ‘W hat then is the meaning 
of for the purpose of making U Ghaturgrhlta ? ’ It means that what is done 
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is for conferring some benefit on wbat is already GhatmgrJnUi \ the sense is 
that the Ghaturgrhita (wiiat has been poured four times) is small in quantity, 
and hence not sufficient for the offering of oblations, and it is necessary to make 
it sufficient for that purpose [this is the ‘benefit to be conferred upon it’].— 
Thus then the term ‘ ChaturgrMta ’ indicates mmll quanUiy ; and a quantity 
is ‘ small ’ or ‘ large ’ only in comparison with something. If the Clarified 
Butter contained in the Upabhrt consists of eight pourings, then Qhatur- 
grhita (poured in four times) is certainly ‘small’ in quantity; and hence 
the term ‘ Chaiurgrhita' can be taken as indicating smallness of qfianMty .- — 
For this reason also, we conclude that in the case of the Clarified Butter in 
the Upabhrt, the qualffication consists of the number ‘ eight ’ [as then alone 
can the ‘ Ghalurgrhita ’ in the Juhu be taken as standing for small qvumtity 
and hence standing in need of augmentation].” 

StiTBA (48). 

[SiDDHANTA] — BEALMY, thebe abb two ‘ FOTJB-POIJBINGS ' 

(‘ GhatubgrhIta ’) ; it is only thus that the statement 

OF BEASON HAS JUSTIFICATION ; AS FOB THE DiBECT 

Assertion (of 'eight’), that refers to 

THE ' BRINGING TOGETHER ’ OP THE TWO. 

BM§ya. 

The particle ' tu\ ‘in reality sets aside the Purvapaksa. 

In reality, there are two ‘ four-pourings ’ ; it is only thus that the state- 
ment pf reason in connection with the Alnihya Isti becomes justified ; this 
statement occurring in the text— ‘ Ghaturgrhitdni ajydni hhavanti, ndhyatra 
army of an yak§yan bhavati ’ [‘ The Clarified Butter is to be got in four- 
pourings, because one is not going to offer the Ameydjas ’] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 1. 
1. 1). — ^If the number ‘ eight ’ were the qualification of the ‘ Clarified Butter ’ 
in the Upabhrt, then there would have to be ‘ eight pourings ’ in connection 
with the Clarified Butter in the Upabhrt, even when there would be no 
Amt/ydjas to be offered [while the text quoted lays down that there are to 
be only fow pomings in a case where the Anuydjas are not going to be 
performed] ; so 'that, there could not be two ‘ four -pourings ’ ; with the 
result that the plural number in the phrase ‘ Ghaturgrhitdni ajydni ’ would 
cease to be justified. — ^From this it follows that there should be two ‘ four- 
pourings 

Says the Opponent — “ You have put forward an indirectly indicative 
text ; please put forward some direct evidence.” 

This direct evidence we set forth as follows : — ^There is an isolated 
text — ‘ Ghaturgrhitam jvhopi ’ [‘ Offers an oblation of what has been poured 
four times ’], — ^which is applicable to all Homa-offerings [since the text is 
not found, in the ‘ Context ’ of any particular Homa } ; and hence even at 
the Praydja and Armydja offerings, the ‘ four-poured ’ Butter could not 
be set aside bj- the ‘ eight-poured ’ one ; as their spheres of- application 
■would be different, — the ‘ eight-poured ’ Butter being applicable to the 
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Pmirhig and the ‘ fonr-poured ’ Butter to the Homa-ofiering ; so that it is 
quite possible that while the ‘ eight-poiired Butter ’ is used in the Pouring, 
the ‘four-poured Butter’ is used in the Homa-offering ; [and as there would 
be no inconi[)atibi]ity between the two, the ‘eight-poured’ one need not 
set aside the ‘ four-poured ’ one]. Under these circumstances, as the 
number ‘ eight ’ would be applicable to the Pouring, how could the ‘ eight- 
poured ’ Butter supply the two ‘four-poured’ ones that are required for 
tlie Homa-offering 't From all tliis it follows that there should be two ‘ four- 
poured ’ ones which are poured when the ‘ eight-poured ’ one is being poured ; 
because no one can bring up two ‘four-poured’ ones unless he actually 
pours an ‘ eight-iK>ured ’ one. — ^Hence the conclusion is that there are two 
‘ four-poured ’ ones. 

As regards tihe argument that — “ The eight-poured one is directly asserted 
and what is Direct Assertion is more authoritative than indirect Indication ”, 
— our answer to this is as follows : — ^We have also explained the use of the 
number ‘eight’, — the use being that, until there are eight pourings, (a) 
how could there be two ‘ four -poured ’ ones ? — (6) how too would it be 
possible to combine the two ! four-poured ’ ones into the Upabhrt, according 
to the text ‘ In the Upabhrt one jjours eight times ’ ? — Otherwise, if the 
term ‘eight’ were not there (to express the number eight), it would be 
possible to hold the two ‘ four-poured ’ ones in different vessels. For these 
reasons (even according to our view), there is no incongruity involved in 
the presence of the word ‘ eight ’ ; in fact it is only right, as there are two 
‘ four-poured ’ ones in the Upabhrt (and thtis the number ‘ eight ’ is made 
up by the two being contained in the same vessel). 

The iDurpose served by all this discussion is as follows When there 
are two ‘ four-poured ’ ones, — ^if one has to bring in (a four-poured Butter), 
it will be possible for him to bring in just half of wliat is contained in the 
Upabhrt ; while if there were only one ‘ eight-poured ’ Butter, in taking out of 
it, tliere could be no certainty that only just half has been taken out ; — also 
in a case where there is no pouring for the piorpose of the Anuyaja-oEfstings, 
the Butter in the Upabhrt would have to be an ‘ eight-poured ’ one, accord- 
ing to the Piirvapaksa, — while according to the Siddhdnta, there would 
have to be only a ‘ four-poured ’ Butter in the Upabhrt, at the Chdtwmdaya 
sacrifices [where there are no Auuy^'a-olTerings]. 


Bhid of Pdda i of Adhyaya lY. 



ABHYAYA IV. 

PABA II. 

Adhikabais’a (1): The ' Svaru'' {piece of wood) is not the 
‘ motive ^ for the ‘ Chopping ’ of the wood. 

SBTRA (1). 

[PCevapak§a cm.tinuedy~*‘ The ‘ Svabxj ’ cannot be regabded as 

A PRODUCT OF THE SAME OPERATION (AS THE PoST) ; BECAUSE 
IT HAS BEEN ENJOINED BY ITS OWN INJUNCTION.” 

Bhasya. 

At the Jyotistoma, there is aaa animal dedicated to Agni-Soma, spoken of 
in the text — ‘On being initiated, he kills the animal dedicated to Agni' 
Soma' (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6); in connection with the killing of this 
animal, it is laid down — ‘ He tethers the animal to the Post made of Khadira 
wood ; he tethers it to the Post made of PaZdsha wood ; he tethers it to the 
Post made of Bohita wood ’ ; — and in close proximity to this last text, we 
read — ‘With the Svant, he anoints the animal’, — ‘makes the Svaru of 
the Post 

In regard to this, there arises the following question i — -Should the 
Svaru be made apart from the Post ? Or should that piece of wood be taken 
as Svaru which comes out of the block of wood when the Post is being hewn 
out ? — In connection with this question, what we have got to determine is 
— ^Is, or is not, the Svaru the ‘ motive’ for the doing of such acts as the 
‘ Chopping ’ (of the wood) ? If it is the ‘ motive ’ of those acts, then it 
should be made apart from the Post ; if it is not the motive of those acts, 
then that piece of wood will have to be taken as Svaru which comes out of 
the block of wood while the Post is being hewn out. — “How could we 
determine whether or not the Svaru is the ‘ motive ’ ? ” — If the texts bearing 
on the subject were construed to mean that ‘ the article named Svaru is 
brought into existence, — ^how ? — ^by a process consisting of such acts as 
‘ selecting (the tree to be cut) ’ and the rest, — ^and if the article thus brought 
into existence were used as ‘ Svaru ’ at the time of anointing the animal 
in accordance with the injunction ‘ one should anoint the animal with the 
Svaru — then, in that case, the Sva/ru would have to be regarded as the 
‘ motive ’ of all the acts of ‘ chopping ’ the wood and the rest. On the other 
hand, if it is not known what is the article spoken of as ‘ Svaru ’ in the text 
‘ anoints the animal with the Svaru — all that is known about it is that 
the anointing is to be done with it, —hence, in accordance with the text 
‘ malces the Svaru out of the Post ’, the Performer uses a chip of the Po.st 
itself in the anointing, — ^then, in that case, the Svaru is not the ‘ motive ’ 
of the acts of ‘ chopping ’ and the rest. 
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On this jxiint, we have the following Pwrvwpahsai — The Smru cannot 
be reijarded as the -protl/uct of the same operation as the Post, became it has 
bee,n enjoined by its own injunction. That is to say, the Svas'u cannot be 
regarded as a bye-prodnet of the same operation which brings mto existence 
the Post, — the tSvas'u has to be brought into existence, quite independently 
of the Post, by the process of ‘ selecting (the tree to be cut) ’ and the rest ; 
why so ? — became it has been enjoined by its own injunction ; that is, the sentence 
that enjoins it— ‘ He makes the 5'mru ’ — is an independent injunction by itself. 
— Such being tlie case, what the text — Yupasya svarum karod' , ‘ makes the 
Svaru of the Post’ [which appears to mean that the Svaru is a chip of the Post 
itself] — means is that ' the Svaru is mad© out of the same log of wood out 
of which the Post has been made — the term ' Post ’ being taken as indirectly 
indicating the block of Khadira or other tree (out of which the wood for the Post 
has been obtained). — ^Why should it be taken thus 2 — ^Because it is the Direct 
Assertion of the Veda, ‘ svarum ka/robi ‘ makes the Svaru ’ — which lays 
down the bringing into existence of the Svaru, and it rneans that ‘ one 
produces (or makes) the Svaru'" ;--rwhile the idea that ‘ it is a chip of the 
Post itself that is to be used as the Svaru ’ is obtained only through the 
Syntactical Connection [of the word ‘ yupasya ' in the sentence ’ yupasya 
svarum karoti", ‘makes the Svaru of the Fo-sf’l; — and Direct AsserUon is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection. — Under the circumstances, 
it is not necessary that the Svaru must be made of a chip of the piece of wood 
out of which the Post has been hewn out ; it may be made, independently 
by itself, even out of a different tree altogether.” 


SUTRA (2). 

[Pt?EVAPAK?A concluded] — “ Also because the Veda itself suggests 
THE likelihood OF ITS BEING MADE OUT OF WOOD OF A 
DIFFERENT SPECIES.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ Prom the following reason also, it follows that the Svaru should be 
made independently of the Post — How ? — There is likeUhood (suggested) 
of the Svaru being made of wood of a different species, — i.e. out of a different 
tree altogether. — How so ? — There is the following text — ‘ Na anvyasya 
svarum kuryat, yaM asvyasya vrJesasya svaruni kurydt emye'sya lokamcmadfro- 
heyuh, yupasya svarum karotj, " [.‘ One should not make the Svaru of another 
wood ; if one makes the Svaru out of another tree, other people would ascend 
to his regions ; he should make the Svaru out of the same wood as the Post ’]. 
— If the Svaru were always to be that chip which comes out of the log of wood 
out of which the Post is being hewn out,— then there could be no likelihood 
of its being made out of another tree as in eyery case, a chip of the Post 
would be used as the Svaru. Thus from the text quoted it is clear that the 
Svaru should be made entirely apart from the Post.” 
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SUTRA (3). 

[Siddhanta]— In fact, the ‘Syabh* is a part of the Post itself ; 

AS THE VERY CHABACTEB OF THE * SVAEH ’ IS BASED ON ITS 
BEING THAT. 

Bhdsi/a. 

The particle ‘ va \ ‘ in fact’, sets aside the Purmpaksa. 

For purposes of the Svam that chip should be- taken up which comes 
out of the log of wood when the Post is being hewn out of it. — ^Why so ? — ■ 
Because there is the following text — ‘ Yadi anyasya wh^sya svarum kurydt 
anyP&ya loha'inanvaroMytih, yupasya svarum Jfcaroii ’ [‘ If one make.s the 
Svaru out of another tree, other people would ascend to his region ; he 
makes the Svaru out of the Post -In this sentence, it is not enjoined 
that ^ one produces the Svaru’, all that is laid down is that ‘what one 
takes up to use as a Svaru should be taken out of the Post — “ How 
so 1 ” — 'Because the very character of ‘ Svaru ' is based upon its hein/j Putt 
(i.e. part of the Post) ; — ^the character of the Svaru has been asserted, in 
reference to the Svaru, in the text ‘ yupasya svarum karoti ’ (‘ makes the 
Svaru of the Post ’] ; wliieh supplies the answer to the question ' whose own 
should the Svaru be ? — and the answer is that it is to be ‘ of the Post ’ ; and 
one thing is said to be the ‘ own ’ of a composite thing only when it is a 
part of it ; it is for this reason that the Genitive ending in ‘ yupasya ’ {‘ of 
tlie Post ’ ) is taken in the sense of the Ablative, — the Post being an inanimate 
thing ; just as the expression ‘ shdkaaya dehi ’ is construed as ‘ shdkad dehi ’ ; 
in some cases the Genitive is taken in the sense of the Instrumental, when, 
for instance, the expression ‘ ghrtasya yajati ' is construed. as ‘ yhftena yajati V; 
also in the sense of the Ablative, ‘ ghrtasya yajati ’ being construed as ‘ ghftad 
yajati ’ ; — also in the sense of the Objective, — ‘ somasya pibati ’ being taken 
as ‘ somam pibati \ or even as ‘ somdt pibati ’ (in the Ablative). [Under 
Bhdsya on 4. 4. 2.5, Shabara explains ‘yupasya svarum karoti’ as ‘yupam 
svarumantam kurydt ‘ one should make the Post equipped with Svaru\'\ 

^ Says the Opponent — “ We have already explained that the fact of the 
Svaru being a chip of the Post is indicated by Syntactical Connection, while 
it is directly asserted that the Svaru has to be made ; and Direct Assertion, is 
more authoritative than Syntactical Connection.” 

Answer — True ; but in that case, the word ‘ yupasya ’ will have to be 
taken as not meant to he sigrvificant (i.e. as having no significance at all) ; 
so that the Purvapakaa view would involve the rejection of the direct 
connotation of a w^d, as also that of Syntactical Connection. In our view on 
the other hand, tftiere is nothing that is to be regarded as having no 
significance. In the phrase ‘svarum karoti’ {‘makes the Svaru’) 

would be a reiteration for its own sake, of the injunction of securing the 
‘ chip of the Post ’ ; and as for the word * Svaru the fact of its serving the 
purpose of anointing (the Animal) points to its indicating the chip of the 
Post ; the etymology of the term ‘ Svaru ’ also points to the same fact ; for 
instance, there is a Brahmapa-text — ‘ Atha Jcasmdt svarurndma : Itasmdt 



759 


ADHYAYA IV, pIda II, ADHlKABAfA (1). 

mim'vachchMdycM, taayaUat smmAm armbhmati i iasnmi smrun\a,m.a" £* Why 
is this naxmd Smnil Because it is cut out of the Post, and as such 
becomes, as if it were, Us ow?», ‘ svam % ’oUal part, * arui.t ’ ; that is why it 
is named /S'wm *3 (Shatapatha Bra. 3. 7M. 24). 

SOTRA (4). 

Also because it is directly spoken of as a ' chip 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also that chip has to be used cis Sv(wu which 
drops down when the Post is being hewn out. — ■“ What reason ? "—Bemuse 
U is dAO'ectly spoken of as a ‘ chip ’ ; as a matter of fact, in the following text, 
the Svaru is directly spoken of aS a ‘ chip ’ — ‘ Yah prathamah shakokih 
pardpaMt sa svarubi, Icdryah ’ f' The first chip that falls down should be made 
the The ‘chip’ is only a part of a whole; and what is only a 

part cannot be the ‘ motive ’ of any aelt ; because it is denoted by a relative 
term, and is used as such, being always meant to be in relation to the whole 
(of which it is a part) ; on the authority of Context, the chip is taken as 
connected with the KhadAxa and other wood which have been brought in 
for another purpose (i.e. for the making of the Post), winch has been equipped 
with the effects of such operations as ‘ selecting ’ and the rest, thus serving 
a useful purpose in connection with the sacrifice ; the entire text thus reading 
as — ‘ Yupdfya khadirddi josapate, chhdnatti, taksain, cha ; tai/ra yah shakalah 
praihamah parapailtastam cha svarwnahjaniSjrtham karotd.' [‘For the purpose 
of making the Post, he selects the Kha<kka or other wood, chops it, and 
pares it, the first chip that happens to fall, of that he makes the Svonru for the 
purpose of anointing ’J ; the term ' svarum ’ being used here only reitera- 
tively. — From all this it follows that it is not right that the Svaru should 
be taken as made separately by itself, simply on the ground that a likeli- 
hood has been indicated of its being made out of a different tree (wood) alto- 
gether. Hence the passage that speaks of the likelihood of the Svctra being 
made of a different wood should be taken as stating a bftce fact, for the 
purpose of eulogising the chfip of the Post- 

SUTRI (5). 

Also because we find a ‘ Svaru ’ in connection with each Post. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also the Svaru is not to be made separately 
from the Post. — “ What reason ? ” — Because in connection with the Ekada- 
shinl sacrifice we find a Svaru in connection with each Post. For instance, 
we find a plurality of Smrus spoken of in the following text — ‘ Anupurvam 
svaruhhih pashun samcujya fnadh/yame rashandgut^e sve sve sva/m svam 
yupashakalam upaguhati" [‘Having anointed the animajs, one after the 
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other, with Smrm, he hides each cliip of th© Post witliin the knot of the 
rope tied round th© Post of wiiieh that chip has been a part ’]• If the Svaru 
were sometMng made independently of the Post, then a single Svaru would 
serve in common the purposes (of anointing aU the eleven airimals) at th© 
EJcadmhinl sacrifice [and there would be no need for having several Svarm), 
On the other hand if the Svaru used is that which comes into existence 
during the hewing out of the Post, then the anointing of the animal shall 
be done with the Svaru which is the chip of the Post to which that animal 
is tethered ; and tins having been done at the Primary Sacrifice, by the general 
law (by which the details of the Primary Archetype are borrowed by the 
Botype) the Svaru used at the Shadashini sacrifice also would be the chip 
of that same Post to which the animal to be anointed by that Svaru is 
tethered ; and thus (there being eleven animals) there would be a plurality 
of Posts and hence of Smms also. That each Svaru will be in the form of 
.the chip of the Post we deduce from what has been done at the Primary 
Sacrifice, the idea being that at the Bctype the Svaru should be of the same 
kind as the one that has been used at the Primary Archetype. — From all this 
it follows that the Svaru is not the ‘ motive ’ for any operations for its own 
production. 

StiTRA (6). 

The woed ‘ kaboti ’ (‘ makes ’) is used in the sense oe 

‘ TAKING UP 



As regards the argument that “ the producing (making) of the Svaru is 
directly asserted by the text ' Svarum haroti' (‘makes the Svaru^), and it 
is Only in this sense of producing that the use of the word ‘ haroti^ can be 
justified ”, — our answer is as follows : — ^In the sentence quoted, the word 
‘ haroti ’ should be taken as standing for ‘ takes up % the expression 
‘ Svarum haroti ’ meaning ‘ he takes up the Svaru * ; just as in the expressions 
Kdsthani haroti’’ and ^ Oomaydni haroti', the word 'haroti'' stands for 
‘ takes up — so would it do in the case in question. 


[Next there follows in the Bhdsya a shorter commentary, on the same 
lines as before, on each of the Sutras 1-6 of this Adhikarana. The Tantra- 
ratna remarks — ‘ The author of the Bhdsya has added this second explanation 
of the Adhikarana only as a briefer risume of the detailed explanation that 
has gone before ’.] 

SUTRA (I). 

(Translation as before.) 

Bhdsya, 

At the Jyotistoma, there is the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma; in 
connection with which we read — ‘ Svarurta pashumanahti ' [‘ Anoints the 
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animal with the 5mm’]. — regard to this, there arises the question — 
Does the Smru prompt all the operations tending to bring it into existence ? 
Or is it to be used in the form of what is obtained in the wake of the 
making of the Dost ? — ^The Purmpaksa view is that—" The Smru is not 
the product of that same operation which produces the Post, — Le. it prompts 
distinct operations tending to bring it into existence ; — ^why ? — because it 
has a distinct in jimction of its own, in the form of the text ‘ Smrum Icaroti ’ 
[‘ He makes the Svaru ’], which means that ‘ he brings the Smru into 
existence Such being the case, the cxmmg iuio existence of the Svaru 
is what is mjoined by the Vedic text ; hence one and the same operation 
cannot be regarded as bringing into existence the Post as well as the 
5mm.” 

SUTRA (2). 

(Translation as above.) 

Bhdsya. 

“ If that piece of wood were used as Svaru which comes in as a bye- 
product of the operations bringing about the Post, then there would be no 
justification for suggesting the likelihood of its being made of a difierent 
tree ; and yet we find such a suggestion in the text — ‘ Yadi anysaya, etc.’ 
(‘If he makes the Svaru out of a different tree, etc. etc.’). From this also 
we deduce that the Smru does, prompt the operations tending to bring it 
into existence.” 

SUTRA (3). . 

SiddhInta— ( as above). 

Bhdsya. 

The Smru used must be that which is a bye-product of the operations 
bringing about the Post} because the Smru is a part of the Post 
as is indicated by the Genitive ending in the sentence ‘ Yupasya smrum 
karoti'. If the cutting of the tree were meant for both {Post and Smru), 
then there would be no relationship between them ; in which case there would 
be no justification for the use of the Genitive ending ; — and yet we actually 
find the Genitive ending ; from this it follows that the Svaru is only a chip 
of the Post, — i.e. a part of the Post,— and the meaning of the injunction 
‘ Smrum karoti ’ is that ‘ one should take up a part of the Post, wiiich is 
called 5mrM ’, just as we have the term ‘ slice of the Cake ’. 

SUTRA (4). 

(As above.) 

Bhdsya. 

We also find the Svaru spoken of as a ‘ chip ’ in the text — ‘ The first 
chip that falls should be made the Smru’. And what are mere parts do not 
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proiapt any operations ; for instance, when we find only a part spoken of, 
we find no such injunction as that ‘ the whole should be brought about ’ ; 
it is the part of an already existing -trAofe that is taktin up. For. all this 
reason also the Svaru cannot be the ‘ motive ’ for any operations. 

SUTEA (5). 

(As above.) 

Ehd§ya. 

As a matter of fact, we find Svarua mentioned with each individual 
Post ; for instance, in connection with the Shadashinl we read ^ Anupurvam, 
etc.’ (see above). If the sentence ’’ Svarum Jcaroti ’ means that each of the 
Posts is to have a Svaru of its own,— -then alone can it be possible to have 
plurality of Svarus spoken of in the text quoted. On the other hand, 
if the (Svaru were the prompter of the operations tending to bring it into 
existence, then a single Svaru would be made for the purpose of anointing 
all the animals (and there could be no plmality of Svarus). For this reason 
also the Svaru cannot be the ‘ motive ’ for any operations. 

StJTRA (6). 

(As above.) 

Ehdsya. 

It has been argued above that “ the words ‘ Svarum haroti ’ speak of 
the producing (making) of the Svaru ; and in this sense alone can the use 
of the word have any justification — Our answer to this is that the term 
‘ Icaroti ’ should be taken in the sense of taking up ; the sentence ‘ Svarum 
karoU ’ meaning that ‘ he takes up the Svaru ’ ; just as in the expressions 
‘ Kasthdni karoti ’ and ‘ Gomaydni karoti ’, the term ‘ karoti ’ is used in 
the sense of taking up^ so should it be in the case in question also. 


Abhikab^ana (2) : It is the Tree-branch that is to be fetched. 
S0TRA (7). 

The ‘ Fetching ’ is of the Tree-branch ; as that is the 

PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 



In connection with the Daraha-Purfjkamdm, we read — ‘ PrachimaharaU, 
vdichimSkarati, pragtidldmnaharaii’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 1. 3) [‘He fetches 
the Eastern, fetches the Northern, fetches the North-eastern ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is it the Quarter that i§ 
spoken of here (as to be fetched) ? Or the Tree-branch ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that^“ It is the Quarter (Direction) that is 
spoken of ; as that is the direct meaning of the terms (‘ Eastern etc.) ; if they 
were taken as speaking of the Tree-branch, they could do this only by 
indirect indication ; hence we conclude that the texts speak of the Quarters 
(as to be fetched)^ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — ^It is the Tree- 
branch that is spoken of ; — why ? — ^because, if the meaning were that ‘ the 
Eastern Quarter should be fetched ’, then it would be speakmg of something 
quite impossible to do. In order to avoid this incongruity, if the sentence 
were taken to mean that ‘ it should be fetched towards the Eastern Quarter ’, 
then the question arises as to what is it that is to be fetched ; and as the 
word ‘ tree-branch ’ is nowhere found in the sentence, this latter construction 
also is not admissible. — ^If lastly it be held, on the basis of Context, that it 
is the Tree-branch (spoken of in the same Context) that is meant to be 
‘ fetched towards the East %— then it is far more reasonable to take the 
term ‘ Eastern ’ itself as standing for the ‘ Eastern Tree-branch ’ ([rather 
than take the term ‘ eastern ’ as standing for the quarter and then presume, 
on the basis of Context, that it is the Tree-branch that should be fetched 
tawards the East).-—^^ Why should this be more reasonable ? ” — Because the 
Syntactical Connection of the word ' prdchk' (‘Eastern’) with the verb 
'dhm'oti' (’fetches’) is directly perceptible, whereas the connection with 
the term ' branch ’ would be based upon ’ Context ’ and as such only indirect. 
— But in both eases, the word ‘ Eastern ’ should indicate either the Tree- 
branch spok&a. of in the Context, or the sacrificial ground as accompanied 
or occupied by something tnost d&syred ; because in no way could the Qumter 
be the most desvred factor (and hence it could not be expressed by a word 
with the Accusative ending). 1 



1 This passage is thus explained by Kumarila (in Tuptjka ) — The phrase ' disho'- 
mpsitatvdt ' (the Quarter not being the most desyred factor), contains the statement 
of a reason ; the meaning being — Inasmuch as the Quarter cannot be the most 
desired factor, the term ’ Eastern ’ may be taken as indicating either the Branch 
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Then again, ^prachl", ‘Eastern’, is a relative term; and all relative 
terms are dependent (upon a correlative), and they do not express any 
complete idea, except in the company of another term ; a mere vague 
connection with something in general cannot serve as the basis of aiiy 
definite usage ; because every place is to the ‘ East ’ of something or the 
other. — Similarly, ^shakha\ ‘branch’ also is a relative term, .and stands in 
need of the term ‘ of the tree ’ ; and when it appears in connection with this 
latter term, it can enter into such relationships as — ‘ the branch of the 
tree. Eastern, Northern, and North-eastern ’ ; and on such relationships, 
definite usage also becomes possible. 

As for the argument that — “ if the text be taken as referring to the 
branch of trees, then it involves an indirect indication ”, — our answer to thia 
is that words often do express their meanings on the basis of indirect in- 
. dication. [There is nothing incongruous in that.] 

Erom all this it follows that it is the Tree-hrawih that is spoken of (as 
‘ Eastern ‘ Northern ’, and ‘ North-eastern ’) in the texts under considera- 
tion. 


or the saonficial ground .'" — ^The Tantrarcdna adds that the second ‘ rd ’ is to be 
taken after ‘ viharadBaham — and that it is simpler and easier to -take the word 
‘ Eastern ’ as indicating the Branch rather than the ground . — ^The B'hdtt^vpikd 
says — The meaning is that — ‘ one should cut and fetch the branch growing on the 
eastern side of the tree ’ ; but it might be more useful to interpret the sentence 
to mean that the branch (which is got from the Context) is to be brought. 
‘ prSeMm prati i.e. to the eastern part of the sacrificial ground. — It also points out 
that according to the YdjAikas, Ritualists, what is spoken of in the text as to be- 
‘ fetched ’ is the Quarter itself. 



Adhikarana (3) : The securing of the ‘ Branch ’ is the 
‘ motive ’ behind the act of ‘ cutting ’ ihe Bough. 

SUTRA (8). 

The Branch is the ‘ motive as that is the predominant factor ; 

IT BECOMES CUT OFF FROM THE ‘ UPAVESA AND THERE IS 
DISPARITY (BETWEEN THE TWO). 

Bhdsya. 

la connection with the Darsh^-Pur^masa, we read — ‘ Mulatah shdJcham 
'parivasya upaveaam karoti ’ Cutting the Branch at the bottom, he makes 
the D^auesa ’]. [A bough having been got from the tree, it is cut into 
two parts at a point about six inches from the bottom; the top-portion 
is used as ‘Branch’ proper, the stick for keeping the calf away from 
the cow, and the bottom-portion, six inches long, is made into the 
Upav^a which is used for placing the pans upon Fire, removing the Fire- 
embers and so forth.] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this ‘ cutting of the 
Bough ’ prompted by (for the purpose of securing) both the ‘ Branch ’ and 
the JJpavlsa ? — Or the ‘ Branch ’ alone is what ‘ prompts ’ it, and the 
XJpavesa is only a bye-product ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows Both the articles 
are brought into existence by the act of cvMing — ^viz. the Branch (the main 
top-portion, the stick) and the bottom-portion ; both are of xise : the 
top-portion is used for the driving away of the calf, and the bottom-portion 
is used as the Upavesa (in placing the Pan upon the Fire and so forth) ; 
hence as there are no grounds for differentiating between the two, both should 
be regarded as the ‘motive’ behind the act of cutting.”^ 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — ^We say that it is 
the ‘ Branch ’ that prompts the cidting ; because that is the predominant 
factor, — i.e. the ‘ Branch ’ is the principal thing to be secured, — and it 
becomes cvi off from the ‘ Upavesa ’, — ^which Upavesa therefore would be 
taken in only as a bye-product of the operation (of cutting) which brings 
about the ‘ Branch — “ Why should the Branch be regarded as the principal 
thing ? ” — Because we find the Accusative ending in the word ‘ shdkham ’ 
(‘Branch’), in the sentence 'Shdkham parivasya^ (‘Cutting the Branch’) 
[and the Accusative ending denotes the thing moat desired}. — “ But there is 
the Accusative ending in the word ‘ Upavesam ’ also, in the sentence 
‘ Upavesam karoti^ (‘makes the Upavesa’’) [so that the Upavesa also is 
the thing tnost desired).” — The answer to this is that the Upavesa is laot tiie 
objective of the act of cutting, — it is the objective of the act of making. 

Says the Opponent — “ Why cannot the sentence be construed as — 
‘Having cut the branch, he makes an Upav^a of its bottom-portion’, — 
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the term ‘ branch * being as applicable to the bottom-portion as to the top- 
portion ; so that what the sentence means is that ^ by cutting, he should 
disjoin the top and the bottom’, — for what purpose ? — with the view that 
* having disjoined the bottom from the top-portion, I shall make an 
Upavem of the former ’ [so that the main thing to be secured by the cutting 
is the Upavesa, not the Branchy' 

Answer — It is not so; such a construction would be too remote; by 
tlie straight construction it is clear that the cutting is for the purpose of 
securing the Branch, and it is only after the Branch has been secured that 
there comes the making of the Upewesa. 

“Inasmuch as the sentence occurs in the ‘Context’ of the Upavesa, 
the ‘ bottom ’ is to be construed with the term ‘ Upavesa 

The answer to this is that if the term ‘ bottom ’ were construed with 
both (the Branch and the Upavesa), there would be an meongruity ; and in 
the event of such an incongruity (due to conflict between ‘ Context which 
connects the ‘ bottom’ with the Upvaesa, and * Syntactical Connection which 
connects it with the Branch), ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ has to be regarded 
as more authoritative than ‘ Context ’. 

If it be held that “ the Upavesa may he connected with the cutting 
by reason of its being mentioned in close proximity to it (in the sentence 
under consideration) the answer is that even so, such connection would 
he possible with the cutihng, only as prompted by (done for the purpose 
of securing) the Branch ; and ^hus the cutting having been already done 
(for the purpose of the Branch, and the Upavesa also having been obtained 
as a bye-product), the Upavesa cannot prompt (be the motive for) the act 
of CfuUing. 

Thus it is that there ia a. disparity [between the Branch and the Upa/o^] 
[i.e. the two do not stand on the same footing]. 

SUTRA (9). 

Also because (the PiJiivapaksa attew would involve) the dis- 

APPEABANCE OF THE VEBY WOBD (‘ BbANCH ’). 

Ekdsya. 

There are several uses laid down for the ‘Branch’, — e.g- fa) ‘He 
removes the calves with the Branch’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 1. 1), — ih) ' Brings 
up the cows with the Branch, and milks them with the Branch ’ (Taitti. 
Bra. 3. 2. 1. 2) ; — ^for aU these purposes, the Upav^a would be of no use ; and 
if the cutting were not done for the securing of the Branch (and the Branch 
were not there, only the Upavesa consisting of the bottom-portion were 
there), — then the word ‘ Branch ’ would have to disappear (would be 
meaningless) in aU the texts quoted ; because the bottom-portion alone of 
the Branch is never called ‘ Branch ’. — “ What if it is so ? ” — Well, the 
cutting should be for getting that to Which the name ‘ Branch ’ applies, — 
such being the force of the Accusative ending (in ‘ shdkhcim ’). If the name 
■* Branch ’ were applicable to the bottom-portion, — even so, the bottom-portion 
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could not be used for the purposes for which the ‘Branch’ has been 
prescribed ; because the ‘ Branch’ is that which has been cut off from the 
bottom -portion and hence rendered bottomdess. Then again, the aiiit/mg 
must be taken as to be done for that purpose which is accomplished with 
the Branch as thus embellished (by having the bottom out offl ; — as for the 
placing of the pans on the fire, this is not done by the Branch of which the 
bottom has been cut off (in , fact, it is done by the Upmesa, which is the 
bottom-portion itself) hence the ciittkig cannot be taken as to be done 
for the purpose of placing the pans on fire. 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? ” 

According to the Purvapaksa [he. if the cuttmig is for securing both the 
Brcmch and the Upavesa], the Brcmch should have to be secured at the 
PoAmidmdsi sacrifice also [where however there is nothing to be done with the 
Branch] : while according to the Siddhdnta this will not have to be done. 

[At the Paurnamasi sacrifice, there being nothing to be done with the 
Branch, there would be no cutting, and hence no Upmesa ; so that the 
putting up of the Pans on Fire would be done with any piece of wood, — tliis 
is according to the Siddhdnta, According to the Purva/pahsa, as the mttmg 
should be done for securing the Branch as well as the Upofvesa, it would 
have to be done also when there is nothing to be done with the Branch ; 
so that in this case the Upavesa would have to be secured and the placing 
of pans done with it — BhaUadiplkd.'] 


Adhikarana (4) : The ‘ Throwing in of the Branch ' is only 
hy way of ‘ Disposal ' ; it is not a fruitful action 
prompting the Homa, 

SUTRA (10). 

[POevapaksa]— ‘ When there is 'Throwing in’ it shotjlb be 

TAKEN AS ‘ OEFERING INTO RiEB ’ ; BECAUSE BOTH ABB EQUALLY 
CONNECTED AND SUBSTANCES ABB ALWAYS SUBSER- 
VIENT TO A PURPOSE.” 

Bhasya. 

In. connection with the Darsha-Pur^amdsa, we read, ‘ Saha shcikhayd 
prastarampraharati ’ (‘ He throws in the Kusha-hundle along with the Branch ’). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — “ Is this ‘ Throwing in ’ of 
the Branch a mere Disposal or a Fruitful Action ? ” 

The Purvapaksa view on this point is as follows ; — When there is 
‘ Throwing in ’ it should he taken as ‘ ojfering into Fire i.e. it should be 
regarded as a Fruitful Act; — why? — because both are equally connected \ 
i.e. in the sentence ‘ He throws in the Kusha-bundle along with the Branch 
the connection of the Branch (with the act of ‘ Throwing in ’) is equal to that 
of the Kusha-bundle. Wherever the Instrumental ending is used in con- 
nection with the term saha' (‘along with’), the thing expressed by the 
word with that ending is the subordinate factor, while that expressed by 
the word with the Accusative ending is the predominant factor. As regards 
the Kusha-bundle, it is clear that it is as an ‘ offering ’ that it is ‘ thrown 
in ’ ; and in this same act of ‘ offering the Branch also comes in as a con- 
comitant of the Kusha-bundle, because its conuection with that act is similar 
to that of the Kusha-hundle. — -The following argument might be put for- 
ward—* In every such case, the Branch is the subordinate factor ; hence the 
most reasonable view to take is that when it is thrown in, it is only an act 
of disposal ; otherwise (if it were taken as an act of offering) it would involve 
the incongruity of the thing {Branch) subserving several and diverse purposes 
[the Branch has been used in the removing of the calf, etc., and now it is to be 
used as an offering-material] — ^The answer to this is that, as a matter of 
fact, substances are always subservient to a purpose ; that is, whenever 
substances are enjoined, they are enjoined as subservient to something desired 
to be done, on the principle that ‘ whenever an accomplished entity is 
enjoined, it is always for the sake of something to be accomplished ’ ; so 
that for substances (like the Branch, for instance), it is only right that they 
should subserve several and diverse purposes.” 
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SUTRA (ll). 

[SiDBHANTA]— In BEALTTY it SHONIiB BE BEGABDED AS A ' DISPOSAL ’ 

BECAUSE THE TEXT INDICATES ITS PBEDOMINANT CHABACTEK, 

Bhd§ya. 

In reality the ‘ throwing in’ of the Branch should he regarded as a 
Disposal \ because the text indicates its predoyninant character-, as a matter 
of fact, the text speaks of the Branch as the predominant factor. — ” How 
so ? ” — Because of the presence of the Accusative ending. — “ But the 
Accusative ending is found in another word ‘ prastaram ’ (Kusha-biuidle) — 
not in the term ‘ shdkhd ’ (which appears with the Instrumental ending 
The answer to this is that what is connoted by the Accusative ending, 
which is present in the Kmha-hundle, is present in the Branch also. — “ How ? ” 
—Because of its being equally connected with the Branch-, that i.s, the 
KusJm-hundle becomes " thrown in ’ only if the Branch also is ‘ thrown in ’ ; 
hence the term ^ saha' (together) signifies the equality of the connection 
of both things (with the act of ‘ throwing in ’) ; so that if the Ktisha-hundle 
is the principal factor in the act of ‘throwing in’, the Branch also is a 
concomitant of the Kusha -bundle ; thus it is that there is ‘ equality of 
connection ’ ; hence if what is connoted by the Accusative ending is present 
in the Kusha-bundle, it is present in the Branch also. Thus it i.s that the 
Branch is a principal factor. 

Then again, if the Branch wei'e a subordinate factor in one case, then, 
if it were laid down as to be used in another case, it would involve the 
incongruity of its subserving several and diverse purposes. — " What would 
be the incongruity in that ? ” — ^The incongruity would be that the visible 
purpose served by it would have to be abandoned (ignored) and an invisible 
(transcendental one) assumed. After the Branch has been used (for the 
ptirpose of removing the calf, etc.), if it is removed from the Altar, more 
space becomes available and the subsequent details are more conveniently 
performed,— this is the visible purpose served by the removal (of the Branch) ; 
there is not the slightest visible purpose served by the ‘ throwing in ’ (of the 
Brahchr, as an offering in sacrifice) ; hence the only right view is to regard 
the ‘ throwing in’ as an act of ‘disposal’. 

Says the Opponent — “Inasmuch as we find the Instrumental ending 
(in the word ‘ shdkhayd ’), it should be more reasonable to take the Branch 
{shdkhd) as mentioned for the purpose of (and .subservient to) another thing 
(in this case, the Kusha-bmvJle) " 

Answer—This, would be reasonable if the Branch were something whose 
time (for being thrown in) were known; as in that case, its mention in the 
text corild be taken as being for the purpo.se of indicating the time of the 
Kusha-bundle (being thrown in). In the case in question, the fact i.s quite 
the rever.se ; it is the Kusha-bundle who.se time is known, and it is the 
Branch whose time is not known. Consequently, even though there is 
the Instrumental ending (in the word "shdkhayd'), it is the Kusha-bundle 
which will indicate the time of the Branch, Thus then what is connote.' 
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by tbe Accusative ending should be taken as appertaining to the Branch, 
and what is connoted by the Instrumental ending should be taken a» 
appertaining to the Knsha-bundle ; after all, it is the force (sense) of words 
(to express a certain meaning) which is more authoritative than anything 
else. 

SUTRA (12). 

“ But that traicH is subordinate (to something else) may also 
(BE spoken of by A WORD WITH THE ACCUSATIVE ENDING) ”, 

— IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS BELOW]. 



Says the Opponent— “As a matter of fact, we find the Accusative 
ending also in connection with a term expressive of what is subservient 
to sometlung else; we have this in the case — (a) of ^Saktu^ [in the text 
'' juhopi 'f where there is the Accusative ending in " Saktun\ 
and yet the SccktM is only a subordinate factor in the act of ‘ offering ’], 
— (6) of 'M&ruia* [in the text ’■ Mdnitam saptakapdlmn ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 4. 10, 2), where we have the Accusative ending in ' Marutam mpta- 
kapdlam' and yet the 'Cake baked upon seven pans and dedicated to the 
JIamts ’ is only a subordinate factor],— and (c) of ‘ ekakapdlam ’ [in tb© 
text ’ Saufyatn ekakapdlam ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 10. 2), where we have the 
Accusative ending in ‘ Scm^’yam ekakapdlam ’ and the ‘ Cake baked on on© 
pan and dedicated to Sdrya ’ is only a subordinate factor],” 

SUTRA (13). 

The cases are not analogous ; in the other case, the thing in 

QUESTION IS ONE THAT COULD NOT BE USED FOR ANY OTHER 
PURPOSE : WHEREAS IN THE PRESENT CASE, THE THING 
IN QUESTION HAS BEEN ACTUALLY USED FOR 
A DEFINITE PURPOSE. 

Bhd§ya. 

The case we are considering now (that of the Branch) is not analogous 
to the case of the SaHy and other things (cited by the Opponent) ; because 
ihe tMnq m the other case — i.e. of the Saktu and other things, — is one that could 
not be used- for any other purpose ; whereas in the case we are considering, 
the thing in question — ^th© Branch — ^has served a useful purpose, in the shape 
of the removal of the calf and the rest. 

•Says the Opponent — “What we find in the Sutras [12 and 13] referring 
to the case of the Saktu and then answering it, is a mere repetition (of what 
has been done in several places).” 

Answer — Repeating things cannot be very objectionable ; what is useful 
should be learnt over and over again ; if people avoid repetition, it is only 
Through fear of making their work prolbc ; but when there is a fqar that 
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people may not have understood the meaning, if one repeats a thing over 
and over again, they consider that very valuable. 

“ What is the purpose served by this discussion ? ” 

If the ‘ throwing in of the Branch ’ is a fruitful act, the Branch should 
have to be secured at the Paur^maal sacrifice [when there is nothing to be 
done with it, yet it has to be secured simply for being ‘ thrown in ’] ,* where- 
as if it is only by way of ‘ disposal ’ of what has been used, then there would 
be no need for securing it at the Paun^mdsl sacrifice. 



Adhikaraija (6) : ‘ Ponri'tig out ’ is an act of ‘ Disposal \ 
StJTRA (14). 

[FObvapak§a] — “Inasmuch as in its omgin, the Wateb beought 

IN HAS NO CONNECTION (WITH ANY PUBPOSE), THEBE SHOtJLB 
BE A DIVISION OF IT, — AS IN THE CASE OF THE 

Clarified Butter,” 

Bhdsya. 

In comieefcion with the Darsha-Punumidsa, we read — ‘ Apa^ pra'i^ayati, 
d>po vai shraddha shraddhamevdlabhya yajate' (Taitti. Bra. 3. 2. 4. 1) [‘He 
brings in Water ; Water indeed is faith, and it is only when imbued with faith 
that one offers a sacrifice *] there are two uses laid down for the Water 
thus brought in — (a) ‘ With the Water brought in he kneads the offering- 
materials ’ and (6) ‘ Inside the altar, he pours out the Water that had been 
brought in’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Are both these — kneading 
and pouring ovl — the ‘motive’ for the Bringing in of Water ? Or is it only 
for the kneading that the Water is broxxght in, and the pouring out is only a 
‘ disposal ’ of what remains of it after the kneading has been done ? 

The Piirvapaksa view is as follows — “ In its origin the Water is not 
connected with any purpose [i.e. it is not brought in for any purpose at 
all] i it is only after it has been brought in that it becomes connected with 
both the purposes {kneading and pouring oui) ; hence we do not perceive 
any grounds for discriminating between these two } and when no grounds 
for differentiating are perceived, the Water must be regarded as meant for 
both purposes ; and there should be a division of it — ^that is, some part of it 
should be used for Tmeading the offering-material and some of it should be 
poured out ; just as in the case of the Clarified Butter, in regard to which it 
is declared that ‘ When the Clarified Butter is brought into the Dhruvd- 
veasel, it is for all the sacrifices ’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 3. 5. 5) [and what is done is 
that it is divided among the various sacrifices performed].” 

S0TRA (15). 

[Siddhanta] — ^In reality the Water is brought in for the purpose 
OF kneading; as regards the rest of the Water, its 
‘pouring out’ must be regarded as a Disposal; 
because in regard to that act (of ‘ pouring 
out ’) THE Water is the predominant factor. 

Bhdgya. 

The Water that is brought in is for the purpose of kneading . — ^Why ? 
Because it is spoken of by a word with the Instrumental ending fin the 
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text ‘ Pra'^Udbhih havlmei aamyantP)^ therefore it follows that in. this eon* 
nection the Water is a subordinate factor. In connection with the act of 
‘ pouring over % on the other hand, the Water is spoken of by a word with 
the Accusative ending (in the text ^ Antmnf&U prarmtah rmicm/aU') ‘, and hence 
it follows that in this connection, the Water is the predominant factor. 

The purpose served by this discussion is that, in cases where there is 
no Cake (and hence no kneading of the dough). Water need not be brought 
in at all ; e.g., in the ease where the material offered is owrd. 



AntrmAUAT^ A (6) : The ‘ mahin^ over of the stick ’ is a 
^fruitful act\ 

StJTRA (16). 

{PCfBVAPAE§A]— “ Like the ‘ THROWINa AWAY ’ (OE THE HoKH) THE 

‘ MAKING OVER OF THE STICK ’ TO THE IVUlTRiTARTJNA PEIEST 
[SHOtriiD BE REGARDED AS AN ACT OE ‘ DISPOSAL 
BEOATTSE IT HAS SERTED ITS PIJRPOSB.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyoiistoma, we read — ‘ Vayvai devebhyo *pahr&’> 
mat yaQiidy&t^ihcm>and ad vanaapaMn prdvishat, saisd vdg vanaapatim 
vadaM yd dkmdvbhau yd dia Pui^Mve yd cha xHiidydm, yat dXkaiidya daitda/m 
prayachchhati vdchmnmdvarundM ; hittsimemaifrdmruiTidya damiam prayadi' 
chhaM ^ (Taitti Sam. 6. 1. 4. 1-2] [‘ Verily, speech ran away from the 
deities, not waiting for the sacrifice ; she entered the trees j it is this speech 
which speaks in the trees, — ^when, for instance, it speaks in the drum and in 
the bamboo and in the lute ; when one presents the stick to the initiated 
sararifioeiP, he preserves his speech ; He makes over the stick to the Mcdird- 
vamva Priest ’]. — ^It is this last sentence — ‘ He makes over the stick to 
the Maitrdvanma Priest ’ — which forms the subject of the present discussion. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^The stick having been 
already used by being held by the Initiated Sacrifieer, when it comes to be 
held by the Maitrdvaruna Priest, is this latter holding of the stick an act of 
‘ disposal ’ — ^or a ‘ fruitful act ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The ‘ maldng 
over of the stick to the Maitrdmruna ’ is an act of ‘ disposal ’ ; — why ? — 
become it has already served its p-vurpose. by having been held by the Initiated 
Sacrifieer. — ^The stick has been laid down as to be used in the initiating 
of the Sacrifieer — in the text 'Daiidena dlkaayanti\ ‘They initiate him with 
the stick ’ (Taitti, Sam. 6. 1. 3. 8) ; — so that after it has been used for that 
purpose, if it is used for some other purpose, it is only reasonable that this 
latter should be regarded as an act of ‘ disposal ’ ; just as when the Black 
Horn that has been used hy the Sacrifieer in rubbing the itching parts 
of his body is thrown into the pit, — ^in accordance with the text ‘ Ohdtvdle 
krsvmnsdijdm prdsyati *, ‘ He throws the Black Horn into the pit — ^this 
‘ throwing ’ is regarded as an act of ‘ disposal ’ j the same should be. under- 
stood to be the case in the instance under consideration. — Further, the 
stick is spoken of by a word with thq, Accusative ending, which shows that 
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SUTEA (17), 

[Siddhanta] — In eeaiaty, it is a ‘febitful act’, because it is 

BELATED TO AN AgENT,— JUST LIKE THE GAELAND. 

BM§ya, 

The act in question should, in reality, be regarded as » ‘ fruitful act ’ ; — 
why ? — because it is related to an agent ; in the text ‘ Makes over the stick 
to the Mantrdvaruna ’ the act of ‘ making ^over ’ is spoken of in relation to 
the Agent (Madtrdvaruna) ; so that the stick must be a subordinate factor, 
the Agent being the predominant factor ; becaiise it is the Agent whom the 
stick enables to walk about : with its help he moves about in the dark or in 
water, also drives away cows and serpents, and supports himself by it. 
Thus the Agent being the predominant factor, the action of ' making over ’ 
cannot be an act of ' disposal ’.—In fact, the case is to be treated as 
analogous to that of the garland : we have the text ‘ Srdjamudgdtre daddti ’, 
‘He makes over the garland to the TJdgdtf Priest’ (Taitti. Sam. I. 8. 
18. 1) f in this case, even though the garland does not serve any useful purpose 
for the man concerned, yet as the Man {TJdgdtr) is still wanted for several 
ptirposes, while there is no further use for the garland, — predominance is 
attached to the Man. The same should be done in the case in question also. 

It has been argued that — “ Becaxise of the presence of the Accusative 
ending, the stick should be regarded as the predominant factor”. — The 
answer to this is that, the Accusative ending is used here in the sense 
explained in Panini’s Sutra 1. 4, 50, by which ‘ if a thing is connected with 
another thing which is what is most desired to be obtained by means of the 
action denoted by the verb, then the former thing also comes to be regarded 
as the ohjectme, even though it is not what is the most desired thing [So 
that the mere presence of the Accusative ending does not make the thing 
tlie most desifred and hence the predominant factor.]^ — ” But why should it 
be takexi in that sense ? ” — Because we find the term * Maitra/uaruna ’ 
with the Dative ending ; as a rule, the Dative ending is added to a term 
which denotes the recipient of a gift ; and the recipient of the gift is the one 
who is desired to be benefited by the act (of gwing) \ it follows therefore 
that in the case in question, the Maitra/vaniria Priest is more desired (and 
hence more important) than the stick. 

SUTEA (18). 

Also because the stick is mentioned as being in (the hands of 
the) PEIEST STIli engaged in the peefoemance. 

B}id§ya. 

There is the text; — ‘ Dandl 'pranSidncMwdha ’ (‘ Holdi/ng the stick, the 
Madtrdva/ruma repeats the directions ’) — ‘which describes a certain act done 
by the priest ; and it shows that after the stick has been made over to him, 
the priest moves about holding iSie stick m his hand ; this would be possible 
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only if th© ‘ making over of thae stick ’ to him were a ‘ fruitful act ’ ; if it 
were a mere ‘ disposal’, then on its having been made over to the Maitra- 
iHirun-a, the function of the stick would have ended there, as all that had 
to be done with it would liave been done ; so that there would be no further 
need for it ; and hence it could not he kept in the hand. Under the 
circumstances, wlxat we find in the description just quoted would not be 
possible. 

Similarly there is the text ‘ Ahistvdm dashati iti maitrdvarw^m hruyat^ 
ahireva hyesa ’ [‘ He should say to the Maitrdvarui^a — The Serpetd is bMng 
you, this verily is a serperd, ’] [where it is the stick held by the MaUrdvarw^ 
that is spoken of as the s&rp&ra'\. ■ 

Again, there is the text — ‘ Mushall anvaha ’ [‘ The man with the Mmhala 
recites ’], where the Maitrdvaruim is spoken of as holding the Mvshala, and the 
word ‘ mmhala ’ is known to signify the stick, — as we find in such expressions 
as ‘ Where should the Boys with mushalas (sticks) descend into the Gahga ? 

From all this also it follows that the making over of the stick to the 
Maitrdvaruma (and his holding it) is a ‘ fruitful act \ 

StJTRA (19). 

If an act, in its very origin, is connected with a definite pxtupose, 
IT should be regarded as serving that purpose : — SUCH 
BEING THE DIRECT ASSERTION OF THE VeDA ; AND WHEN SUCH 
AN ACT GOBS OVER TO ANOTHER, THEN IT MUST BE 
REGARDED AS A DISPOSAL ; AS IN THIS CASE IT IS 
NOT A SUBSIDIARY FACTOR. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above that — “ just as the tlmowing away of the 
Black Antelope’s Horn [is an act of ‘ disposal ’, so should the ' making over of 
the stick to the Maitrdvaruna' also be]”. — The answer to this is as follows — 
It is only right that, when an act, m its origin — ^i.e. wliile coming into 
existence, — comes as connected with a definite purpose, — it is only reason- 
able that that act should be taken as done for that piirpose. And when it 
goes over elsewhere (i.e. apart from the said purpose), then it should be 
regarded as an act of ‘ disposal ^ And this is right only in cases where no 
visible purpose is served (as in the case of the throwing of the Horn) ; but 
in the case in question there is a viable purpose served by the Maitrdvarut^a 
holding the stick, — hence the two oases are not analogous. 

[By this explanation, Sii. 19 is a part of Adhihamna (6) ; but by a second 
interpretation given in the BhUaya, this SHtra forna® art independent Adhikarafia 
by itself— as below.] 


Adhikaeana (7) : The throwing of the Black Antelope^ s 
Horn is an act of \ Disposal \ 

SUTRA (19)— [as above]. 

BM§ya. 

The Sutra may be taken as setting forth a distinct Adhihararyx by itself : 
[It is laid down that a Black Horn is to be used by the Sacrificer in scratch- 
ing his body and then to be thrown into the Pit ; — the question that 
arises is— Are both these acts — ^the eoratcfmig and the throwing — ‘motive* 
behind the securing of the Black Antelope’s Horn ? Or is it the scratching 
only ? — and this resolves itself into the question — Is the throwing of the Horn 
a ‘ fruitful act or an act of ‘ disposal ’ ?] — ^The Pw’vapakfa view is that- — 
“ The Horn is secured for the purpose of both the acts, because ‘ when 
several things are brought about by the same act, they should all equally 
be regarded as, the motvoe of that act ’ (Su. 4. 1. 22)”.— The Siddhmta is 
that in connection with the act of rubbing, the Horn is spoken of by means 
of a word with the Instrumental ending {*visaiyiyd'), which shows that it 
must be the subordinate factor ; whereas in connection with the act of 
throwing, inasmuch as it is spoken of by means of a word with the 
Accusative ending (‘ ’), and as it has been already used elsewhere, 
it must be. regarded as the principal factor [from which it follows that the 
act of throwing of the Black Antelopes Horn is one of ‘ disposal ’]. 


Adhikaba]5:a (8) ; The carrying of the things smeared with 
JSoma-juice to the Sacrificial Bath is an act of 



SUTBA (20). 

[SroDHiNTA] — At the Soma-sacbhice, aiso [the CAKEYisra of thb 

THINGS SMEABBD WITH SoMA-JTJICE TO THE SaCEIFIOIAH BaTH 
SHOULD BE BEGAHDBD AS AN ACT OF ‘ DISFOSAL BECAUSE 
THEY HAVE SERVED THBIE FUHPOSB. 

BM§ya. 

At the Jyotisfoma sacrifice, there is the Sacxrifioial Bath, laid down in 
the text — ‘ With the cake baked upon one pan, dedicated to Varuna, they 
proceed to the Sacrificial Bath ’ (Mai. S. 4. 8. 5). In cosonection with this 
Saerifioial Bath, we read—* Yarwnagrhiiam vaiiad yajnasya yodjjisam yadgra- 
va^h yada’wduwharl ycukdihi^va^phcdake, tasmdi yatUncMt sonudipUim 
dmvyam tena avabhrthcm yanti ’ [* AE the sacrificial things are taken hold of by 
Varuiia — the Soma-stalks out of which all the Juice has been extracted, the 
stones, the Post of Udcmdxvra wood, and the two slabs used in the extracting 
of Soma-Juice ; hence they proceed to the Sacrificial Bath along with every- 
thing that is smeared with Soma-juice’] (Mai. S. 4. 8. 6). 

In regard to this, theere arises the question — ^Is this carrying of the 
things smeared with Soma-Juice to the Sacrificial Bath .an act of ‘ disposal ’ 
or a ‘fruitful act’ ? 

The correct view is that the act in question is one of ‘ disposal ’ ; — 
why ? — because they have served their purpose j that is, as a matter of fact, 
everyone of the things spoken of has served its purpose in connection with 
several acts ; hence it is only right that the carrying of these to the Sacrificial 
Bath should- be regarded as an act of ‘ disposal 

SUTRA (21). 

[Objection, embodying the Purva^a1c§a \ — “ It should be begabdbd 

AS A ‘ FRUITFUL ACT BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED 
WITH A NAME.” 

Bhd^a. 

“ The act in question should be regarded as a * fruitful act ’ ; because it 
is connected with a name, in the sentence 'tena avabh/ftham yanti \ which 
means that ‘ with that they accomplish the act named avdbhrtlm ’, — where 
we have the Instrumental ending in the word ‘iena’, and the Accusative 
in ‘ avabhrtha ’ j whence it follows smeared with Soma-juice 
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is the sixbordinate, and the Avabhrtha (Sacrificial Bath) the predominant 
factor [and hence the act denoted by the verb ‘yanti' is a friiitful act].” 

SOTEA (22). 

[Reply] — In beauty, it must be eegaebed as an act of ‘ Disposal ’ ; 

FOB THE BEASON ALBEADY STATED. As FOB THE MENTION OP 

‘ Avabhbtha’ (Sacbificial Bath), it sebves the 

PUBPOSE OF INDICATING THE PLACE. 



In reality, the act in question should be regarded as- one of ‘ disposal 
— ^Why ? — For the reason already stated ; i.e. as a rule, what has served its 
purpose in one place is ‘ disposed of ’ in another. — ^In the case in question, 
if the thing smeared with Soma-juiee were laid down as a means of accomplish- 
ing the Sacrificial Bath, then the carrying of those things would be a 
‘ fruitful act ’ ; if, on the other hand-, what is enjoined is only that the 
priests should go to the Bath with the things smeared with Soma-juice^ 
then it would be an act of ‘ disposal As a matter of fact, the things smeared 
with Soma-juice are not enjoined as a means to the Sacrificial Bath ; for if 
they were so meant, then tliis relationship between the Bath and the things 
smea/red with Soma-juice would have been enjoined by the verb ‘ abhya- 
■vayami/i ’, — and such an injunction would be by Syntactical Connection, not 
by Direct Assertion [as the said relationship is not directly expressed by the 
verb]. On the other hand, if the proceeding were taken as enjoined by 
the said verb, the injunction would be by Direct Assertion [as the proceeding 
is what is directly expressed by the verb ‘ yanti ’]. . Thus it is that this 
latter interpretation comes to be accepted ; Direct Assertion being more 
authoritative than Syntactical Connection. Hence it follows that the act in 
question is one of ‘ disposal ’. 

It has been argued that — •“ the act in question should be regarded 
as a ‘fruitful act’, because it is connected with the name” (Sii. 20). — Our 
answer to this is as follows : — ^Under the circumstances, the mention of 
‘ Avabhi'iha ’ [Sacrificial Bath) .should be taken as serving the purpose of in- 
dicatAmg ike place ; that is, in the phrase ‘ they proceed to the Sacrificial 
Bath the avabhrtha indicates the place ; the meaning being that ‘ they 
proceed to the place where the Sacrificial Bath takes place’. 

From all this it follows that the act in question is one of ‘ disposal 



Adhikabana (9) ; The injwmtions of (a) Performer, {h} 
Plaoe, {c) Time, and {d) Substance are meant to he 
restrictive. 

StJTRA (23). 

[POeyapak§a] — “There is no injunction of { a ) Performer, (6) 
Place, and (c) Time, — ^as these are necessary factors 

IN EVERY PERFORMANCE.” 

Bhdsya. 

We have the following texts — (a) ‘ Pashubandhasya yajnaksTCtitofy ^ad 
rtvijah ’ [‘ There are six priests at the performance of the Pashvbandka 
sacrifice ’] (Taitti. Bra. 2. 3. 6, 3} ; — :(6) ‘ Darsfiapunjamdsayoh yajnakm- 
ioahchatvdra rtvijah ’ [‘ At the performance of the Daraha-Punmmdsa sacrifices, 
there are four priests ’] (Taitti. Bra. 2. 3. 6. 2) (c) " Ghaitmndsydndm 
hratundm pahcha rtvijah ’ [‘ At the Chdturmdaya sacrifices, there are five 
prints’] (Taitti. Bra. 2. 3. 6. 2} (d) * Agnihotraaya yajriahratoh eka rtroiJc,^ 
f ‘ At the performance of the Agnihotra sacrifice, there is one priest ’] (Taitti. 
Bra. 2. 3. 6. 1); — (e) ' Saumya&yddhvaraaya yajnal&ratoh, sa^tadaaha rtvijah' 
[‘At the performance of the Soma-aacrijke, there are seventeen priests’] 
(Taitti. Bra. 2. 3. 6. 4). — [In all these the number of performera is mentioned). 
— ^Then again — ■(/) ‘ Same darsha-piiriymMaabhydm yajUa ; prdcMnapravaa},e 
vaiahvadevena yajUa ’ [‘ The Daraha-Purnamdaa should be performed on 
level ground ; the Vaiahvadeva sacrifice should be performed on groimd sloping 
towards the East’]. — [In -this, the place is mentioned] ; — {g) ‘ Paurrmndayam 
joaurnamdayd yajUa amdvasydydm amdvdayayd ’ [‘ One should perform the- 
Paurnmrbdaa sacrifice on the Full-moon Day, and the Amdvdayd sacrifice 
on the Moonless Day (In this, the time is mentioned.) 

In regard to all this, there arises the question — In these texts are (a) 
the performers, (&) the place, and (c) the time enjoined ? Or only spoken 
of by way of reference ? 

On this question, the Purvapahaa view is as follows — “ There is no 
injunction of the performer, the plow, and the time ; it is all mere reference ; 
— ^why ? — because they are necessary factors in every performance ; every 
one of these is a necessary factor in every performance ; without a per- 
former, a place, and a time, there can be no performance of any act ; hence 
all these are already enjoined along with the injunction of the performance 
itself ; hence, being already known, they are mentioned in the texts quoted, 
only by way of reference, — ‘ the text may be taken as meant to prohibit 
the uneven ground and such other details \ — ^That cannot be, we reply. 
Because texts like those in question are mjvmctive, not prohibitive. Hence- 
it should all be taken as a mere reference (to what is already known from the- 
injimctions of the acts concerned).”' ' . ' r ' . 
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SUTBA (24). 

[Siddhanta] — In beauty, the text seeves the pheposb 

OF EESTBIOTION. 

Ehdsya. 

The answer to the Purvapah^a is as follows ; — ^The text in qnestion 
cannot be a mere reference or reitercUion ; a mere reiteration is useless ; where- 
as if it is an Injunction, then it will lay down something new ; hence it must 
be taken as an Injunction. — ■“ But what it lays down is already known as 
part of the performance.” — The answer to this is that the text will serve 
the purposes of restriction. — “ What do you mean by restriction ? ’’—When 
what is indefinite is made definite, it is restriction. For instance, in the 
case in question, what comes in as a necessary factor in every performance 
is only place in general (indefinitely) ;-^but aU places collectively cannot be 
used for any performance ; when we use a level groimd, we do not use an 
uneven ground ; when we use uneven ground, we do not use level ground ; 
so that in regard to any particular action [if our sole guide were the fact 
that some sort of place is necessary for every performance] the level 
ground may, as well as may not, come to our mind as to be adopted; — 
in a case where the level ground does not come up to our mind, — such a 
case affords the occasion for the Injxmetion (that ‘ the sacrifice should be 
performed on level groimd’); so that even though the performer may be 
desirous of performing it on uneven ground, the text lays down the 
Injunction that it should be done on level ground ; and the result is that, 
when this Injunction is there, the uneven groimd does not come to the 
mind at all. — Similarly in the case of the other texts also. — ^From aU this it 
follows that every one of the texts quoted contains an Injunction. 



Adhikaeaija (10) : Ths Injumtion of the properties of 
substances is restrictive in its application. 

SUTRA (25). 

SiMILAELYj THE M^^SITION OF THE PBOPEBTIBS OF SUBSTANCES SHOULD 

BE EEGAEDED AS A EESTEICTIVE- INJUNCTION ; BECAUSE THEY 
AEE EELATED TO THE VEEY OBIGIN [OE THE SAOEOTCE, 

VIZ. THE substances]. 

Bhdsya. 

This is a part of the foregoing Adhikaraija. 

We have the following texts — (a) ‘ Vdyav^am shvStamdlahhSta hhiXtU 
Jcmndiji' [‘ Desiring prosperity one should sacrifice a white goat dedicated to 
Vdyu (Taitti. Saih. 2. 1. 1. 1) ; — (&) ‘ Somdraudram ghrte. chamm nirmpet 
shukld/ndm vnhlnam brahmavarckasakdmah ’ [‘ Desiring Brahmic glory, one 
should offer a cooked offering of white coins in Clarified Butter, dedicated 
to Sotna^lhtdra'] (Mai. Saih. 2. 1. 6); — (c) ^ Nairrtam charum nirmpU 
ikr§i^amjSm vrihlnam ’ One should offer a cooked offering of black corns, 
dedicated to the Nvrrts ’] (Taitti. Sam, 1. 8. 9. 1). 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are the colours, whUe 
(and black) mentioned in these texts, actually enjoined ? Or only reiterated ? 

The PHrmpaJesa view is that — “ It is only reiterated ; because it is 
already included in ijhe Injunction of the substances themselves 

The Siddhdnta is that it is an Injunction , — for the purpose of restricting 
the colours which, in certain cases, may not come up to the mind. 

The purpose served by both these Adhikararyis is the same that has 
been shown in the Siddhdnta [that what was indefinite becomes well 
: definedl. 


Adhikaraija (11) : The Injunctions of ewbellisThments like 
‘ Threshing ’ are restrictive in their application. 

StJTBA (26). 

So ALSO, rsr the case OE ElOBIJLISHMElSrT ; because that is the 
PBEDOMINAHT EAOTOE. 

BMsya. 

This also is part of Adhikarai^d (9). 

In connection with the Daraha-PuriMmasa, we read — ‘ FrSWn amhardi, 
toTf^kddn pinaati ’ [‘ He threshes the com, and pounds the rice ’]. 

Question — ^Are these two Injunctions ? Or Reiterations ? 

Purvapaksa — “ What is mentioned is already known to be the means 
of securing what is wanted (in the making of the Cake, etc.) ; hence the 
statement is a mere reiteration,” ’ 

JSiddhdnta — ^They are injunctions, as they serve the purpose of restrict^ 
the method (of securing what is wanted) to one out of several possible ones. 



Adhieabaija ( 12 ) : What is V Ya^a % ^ Sacrifice ’ f 
SUTRA (27). 

What is denoted by the boot ‘ yaj ‘to saceifici’, should be 

UNDEESTOOD TO BE THAT ACT WHICH BEINGS ABOUT IHE 
CONNECTION BETWEEN A ‘ SUBSTANCE ’ AND A ‘ DEITY ’ ; 

AS THIS SENSE IS APPLICABLE TO THE WHOLE 
LOT (OF PEIMAEY ACTIONS). 

Bha§ya, 

Hitherto we have explained how the performance of the subsidiary 
is prompted (by thd Primary Act). — ^Now the question arises — ^What is that 
Primary Act of which the acts dealt with are svhaidiaries 1 — ^The answer 
to this is that the Primary Ad is in the form of Yaga, sacrificing, Dana, giving, 
■and JSoma, pouring into a receptacle. — Next arises the question — ^What 
is the distinctive feature of each of these acts — of sacrificing, giving, and 
pouring into a receptacle ? — ^In answer to this we have the definition of 
‘ Sacrifice ’ provided in the Sutra ; [that of pouring into a receptacle follows 
under Su. 28, and that of giving, under the Bhdsya on Su. 28] — WTmt is 
demoted by the root ‘ yaj, to sacrifice ’ — ^i.e. the act of Yaga, Sacrifice — is that 
act which brings about the connection between a substance and a deity ; — the 
compound ^ dravya^devatd-kriyam' being explained as that ' krirya\ act, 
whereby a connection is established between the ‘ dravya substance, and 
the ‘ devoid ', deity. — ^In this sense the term ‘ sacrifice ’ becomes applicable 
to the whole lot of (primary) acts [i.e. Yaga, Dana, and Hotna, every one 
of which, with slight variations, is an act that establishes a connection 
between a substance and a deity] ; — ^for instance, we find people making 
use of such expressions as ' Isio'nena pashupatih' [which is used in the 
case of all the tliree kinds of offering — Yaga, Dana, and Homo]. — From this 
we conclude that the term ‘ sacrifice’ signifias that act which brings about 
the connection between a substance and a deity. 

As for the purpose served by this AdMkarana, there is no need for 
seeldng for the purpose served by a definition ; as the sole purpose served 
by it is that it provides the idea of the thing defined. 


Adhikarana ( 13) : Wfmt is ‘ Homa ’ f 

SUTBA (28). 

Inasmuch AS the name is found to be used in the same sense 
(as "YIga’), the ‘Homa’ woued be the same (as ‘ Yaga’) 

WITH THE ADDITIONAL ELEMENT OF ‘ FOUBING 

Bhdsya. 

Question — ^What is the characteristic of ‘ Homa \ ‘ Oifering into Fire ’ ? 
Answer — Ab a matter of fact we find that the name ‘ Homa ’ is used in 
the sense of ‘ Yaga \ ‘ sacrifice % with the additional element of ‘ pouring ’ ; 
hence Homa is ‘ sacrifice accompanied by pouring It is in this sense that 
in common parlance, people are found to be using such expressions as 
^ anrna hutam'^ {'Homa has been performed by this person’). In the 
Yeda also the act that has been enjoined as a ‘ sacrifice ‘ Yaga is found 
•referred to as ‘ Homa — ^.g. in the following text — ‘ Sangrdmityam chaturhotrd 
ydjayet ; Chaturgrhltamdjyam hrtvd chaturhotdram vyachaksita, purvei)^ 
■grahlndrdham juhuyaduttarendrdham ' [where the sentence opens with the 
injunction of ‘ Yaga', sacrifice, by the word 'ydjayet', and at the end of 
the sentence the same act is referred to as ‘ Homa ', by the word ' juhuyai 
Question — ^What is the characteristic of the act of ‘ giving ’, ‘ Dana ' t 
Answer — ^In the act of ‘ giving there is setting aside of one’s own owner- 
ship (over the thing given away) and bringing about of the ownership of 
another person (the recipient of the gift). 

In all the three acts of sacrificing, giving, and Homa (offering into Fire), 
■the act of ‘offering’ is the common element ; in the case of sacrificing, 
there is simple offering to (in reference to) the deity ; — Homa is the same, 
but with the further element of ‘ pouring ’ ; — and in giving there is offering 
followed by the bringing about of the ownership of the recipient. — Such is 
the distinction among these. 

[The Tuptlkd remarks that the Bhdsya mentions ‘ pouring ’ because this is 
the element present in most Homos, where the material generally used is Clarified 
Butter or some such liquid substance. As a matter of fact, however, there are several 
Homos at which the material used consists of grains — sesamum in many oases. 
Hence what differentiates the Homa from the Yaga is this, that in the former the 
material is thrown into some suitable receptacle — as remarked by Tantraratna 
•and the Prakarana-paflohikd, p. 105. — It is not necessary for the offering to be 
thrown into Fire to make it Homa (as has been asserted in the Bhdtiabhaskara) ; 
because in many cases the throwing of substances into water is also called 'Homa'’ ; 
e.g. at the Avahhrtha-Isti, performed on the completion of the Agnispma . — The 
difference among Yciga, DcLna, and Homa is as follows : — The relinquishment of one’s 
own ownership is the factor common to all the three ; hut in Yaga there is merely 
verbal surrendering of one’s ownerdiip, the thing offered not being actually taken 
away by the recipient-deity ; — ^in, Ddna, the thing is actually taken, away by the 
recipient ; — in Homa, the thiug offered has got to be thrown into some suitable 
receptacle, water or fire. — See Prabhdkarg-Mtindinsd, pp. 248-249.] 


ADHiKABAisrA (14) : The ‘ Varhis \ ‘ grass \ is common ta 
the three sacrifices j ‘ Mithyd \ ‘ Upasad \ and ‘ Agnlsomiya^ 
—4.e. the performance of all the three is the 
^ motive^ for securing the * grass \ 

SUTRA (29). 

[PCbvapak^a] — Inasmuch as the Injunction becomes EuuTLiiBD 

BY THE PEBEOBMANOE OF THE FIBST EACEIFIOB, IF THE SAME 
THING (GBASS) is USED AT ANOTHBB SACBIPICE, THIS 
WOULD BE A TRANSFEEENCE (OF THE THTNO FBOM 
THE FIRST TO THE SECOND OR THIRD SAOEIFICE).” 

Bhd^a. 

In connection with the Jyotistorm we read — ‘ YadatithyS^yam varhitt 
tadupaaadam tadagnlsormyasya' [‘That grass which is at the AtUhya Ifti 
is also at the Upaaads and also at the Agniaomlya ’]. — 

[Having purchased the Sorm and placed it in the cart, they bring it to the 
PrdcMnavathsJut, at that time they perform an Isti which is called the ‘ AtAthyd 
la^i — ^After that, for three da 3 rs they offer a sacrifice which is called ‘ Upamd 
of which thus there are three, one on each day. — On the Aupavasathya day, they 
perform another sacrifice which is called the ‘ Agnfsomtya 

In regard to this, there arises the question — (!) Does the injxmction 
mean that the substance belonging to one sacrifice {AtUhyS) is to be used 
at another (the Upasad, etc.) ? — or (2) that the remnant of the substance 
used at the first sacrifice is to be used at the second and third ? — or (3) 
that the characteristic details of the substance used at the first sacrifice are 
to be transferred to the substance used at the second and third sacrifices ? — 
or (4) the same substance has been enjoined in common, for all the three 
sacrifices ? 

(1) The first Purvapaksa is as follows — “The substance belonging to 
one sacrifice is enjoined as to be used at the others. — ^Why ? — ^Because the 
words of the text — ‘ That which is used at the AUthyd is the same as that 
used at the Upaaads ’ — are such as are used in cases where a thing belonging 
to one is laid down for another ; e.g. when it is said that ‘ the ox that belongs 
to Devadatta should be made to belong to Visij.umitra what is done is 
that the ox is wrested from Devadatta and given to Visnumitra. Similarly 
in the case in question we have the injunction that ‘ what belongs to one 
sacrifice is to be used at another 

This view however is open to the objection that the previous mjimction 
of that substance as to be used at the Atithya would become absolutely 
useless [as the substance would be taken away from the Atithya and used 
at the Upasads']. ■ . ■ 

(2) In view of this difficulty ^ the following view is put forth as the 
second Purvapaksa — “ What is mjbiaed as to be used at the Upaaads is the 
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remnant of what has been used at the ; in this case the meaning of 

the phrase ‘ that which is at the At^yd ’ is ‘ that which has been enjoined 
in connection with, or which has been got for, the Atidvyd In this way, 
the previous mention of the connection of the substance with the AtMiyd 
comes to have some use.”^ 

This view also is open to the objection that the U^asads, m this case, 
would be performed with the remncmt of another sacrifice ; which is not the 
practice of cultured people ; and in this case, all the characteristics of the 
Origiaal Primary Substance would not come into the second sacrifice. 

(3) In view of this difficrfity, we put forward the following view as the 
third (and final) PurvapaJcaa : — “ Inasrmtch as the Injunction becomes fulflMed 
by the performance of the first sacrifice, if the some thing is used at another 
saorifice, this would be a case of transference of the details of the thing from the 
first to the second sacrifice. That is, when the Atithyd is completed, the 
grass enjoined for it has fulfilled its purpose ; — ^previously that grass belonged 
to the AMthyd ; but at the time of the performance of the Upasads, there 
is no connection between that grass and the Atithyd (as the Atithyd being 
long over, it is not there) ; under the circumstances, that grass could be 
only indirectly indicated by the name of the Atithyd sacrifice ; and recourse 
to Indirect Indication is not right. Por all these reasons the most reasonable 
view to take would be that, there being no possibility of the ‘ grass of the 
Atithyd ’ being there at the time of the performance of the Upasads and 
the Agni§omlya, what is meant is that the characteristics of the grass used 
at these two sacrifices should be the same as the characteristics of the 
grass that was used at the Atithyd.*' 

SUTRA (30). 

[Seddhanta]— In beauty, the oonnbotion of the geass (with au. 

THE THESE SACBUTOES) BEING EQUAUY BASED UPON ITS 

OBIGINATTVE INJUNCTION, THAT USEFUL CONNECTION OF ONE 
AND THE SAME GRASS MUST BE WITH ALL THOSE SACEIFIOES 
WITHOUT ANY DISTINCTION ; WHICH WOULD BE THE 
BASIS FOE THE SAME USB BEING MADE OF THE 
GRASS AT ALL THE SAOEIFIOES. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd*, ‘in reality sets aside the view expressed above. 
As a matter of fact, the connection of the ‘ grass ’ {loith all the three sacrifices) 
is based upon its originative injunction ; if the grass brought in at the 
Atithyd were one possessed of special characteristics, then it would be possible 
for those characteristics to be transferred to the grass used at the Upasads 
and the Agnl§omiya ; as a matter of fact, however, there is no text which 
lays down any such special characteristics for the grass used at the Atithyd. 
In fact, the only special features of that grass will be laid down later on in such 
texts as — (a) ‘ Ashvabdlah prastarah ’ ,(* The bedding is of Ashvabdla grass or 
6 


horse-hair ’) (6) ‘ Vidhriil chek^vyau'' (‘The VUhftisBxe to be of sttgar-oane 
sticks Thus then it is clear — (1) tiaat the text does not speak of the grass of 

one sacrifice to be used at another,— -(2) that it is not the remnant of the grass 
used at one sacrifice that is to be used at the other, ~(3) that it is not that 
the ^mracteristics of the grass of one sacrifice are transferred to that of 
another. — “ What then is the correct view ? ” — ^The correct view is that 
the grass is laid down in common for all the three sacrifices ; that is to say, 
the grass that is enjoined for the Atithya is also enjoined for the Upamds, 
and also for the Agnlsomiya ; so that the connection of the same grass is 
with all the sacrifices without any distinction ; that is to say, when the grass 
is cut m the beginning (before the performance of the sacrifices), that cutting 
of the grass serves the purpose of all the sacrifices, and the use of the grass 
is common to all the sacrifices also.^ — In this way the direct meaning of the 
word ‘grass’ becomes accepted; in the other case there would be an indirect 
indication of the characteristics of the grass ; and there is no doubt that when 
there is a doubt as to which of the two— Direct Expression and Indirect Indica- 
tion — ^is to be accepted, the reasonable course is to accept the Direct Expres- 
sion, not the Indirect Indication. — ^From all this it follows that the grass 
belongs in common to all the three .sacrifices. 

The purpose served by the AdMkaraya is as has been pointed out in the 
exposition of the 


End of Pdda ii of AdOiyajya IV. 



ADHYAYA IV. 

PADA III. 


Adhikabana (1) : (a) SubstanceSf (&) EmhellishmenU, and 
(c) Minor Acts svJbserve the purposes of the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (1), 

The mbntioh of ebsults in comsTBcnoN with ‘ Sttbstafobs 
‘ Embellishments and ' Acts ’ should be eegaedbd as 

COMMBNDATOEY ; BECAUSE THEY SUBSEEVE THE 
• PUEPOSBS OF ANOTHEE (ACTION). 

Bhdsya. 

(A) [There are some passages which speak of certain desirable results 
foDowing from the use of certain siAtatances Q,t a sacrifice; e.g.] — (a) ‘ Yasya 
hhadirah sruvo bhavati sa chhandasdmeva rasena avadyati sarasd asya dhutayo 
hhamnti; yasya parnamay% juhurhhavati na sa pdpam shlokam shri^oti ’ [‘ If a 
man uses the Srum made of Khadira-vi; ood, he ofiers the very essence of 
the Vedas, and his ofierings become juicy; if one uses the Jiihu made of 
Paldsha-wood, he never hears any evil of himself’]; — (6) ^ YasydshvadM 
upahhrt bhavati brahrmnaivdsydnnamamrwndM, yasya vaikankatl dhruvS, 
bhavati pratyevdsya dhutayastisthaniU cdho praiva jay ate, yasaivanurupdh srttvd 
bhavanM sarvdnyevainam rupdni pashundmupatisthanie ndsya aparupam 
dtmanjdyate ’ [‘ If one uses the Upahhrt made of Ashvattha-vtood, he obtains 
food through the Mantra ; if one uses the Dhruvd made of V ikahkaUt-Mif ood, 
his offerings become stable and obtain progeny ; he who makes use of such 
Sruvas, all kinds of cattle accrue to him and no ugly progeny is bom to Vifm ’] 
(Taitti. Sath. 3. 5. 7. 3). — (B) Similarly we have the following declarations 
of certain results following from certain ‘ embellishments ’ in connection 
with the Jyotistorm sacrifice— (a) ‘ Yaddahhte chaTc^reva bhrdtrvasya vrnktV 
[‘ When one applies oollyrium to his own eyes, he destroys the eyes of his 
enemy ’] (Taitti. Sath. 6. 1. 1. 2) ; — (6) ^ Keahashmashru vapatie, data dhdvate, 
nakhdni nlhmtati, sndti, mrtd va esd tvagamedhyam vd*syaitaddtmani 
shamalan tadevopahcUie, m^Jvya eva medhamupaiti ’ (‘He shaves his head and 
beard, cleanses hk teeth, pares his nails, bathes ; perished skin is unclean ; 
when he removes it he becomes clean and fit for performing sacrifices ’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 1.1. 2). — (o) In the following texts we have declarations of results 
following from certain (minor) acts — {a) ‘'■AbMsu vd etau yajhaaya yaddgharau 
(b) ‘chaksusi vd etau yajhasya yaddjyabhdgam* (‘The two Aghara offerings 
are the two reins of the sacrifice’ ; ‘the two Ajyahhaga offerings are the two 
eyes of the Sacrifice’) (Taitti. Sam. 2; 6; 2. l);4-^c) ^Yat praydjdnuydjd 
ijyante varma -ad etat yajhaaya Jcriyate,, varma yajanulnasya bhrdtrivyasyn 
abhibhutyai ’ [‘ When the Praydja and offerings are made, it becomes 
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an armour for the Saerifieer, an armour for the Sacrificer conducive to the 
suppression of his enemy’] (Taitti. Saih. 2. 6. 1. 5). 

In regard to these declarations of Results, there arises the question — 
Are these injunctions of actual results ? Or are they only commendatory 
declarations ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that— “ they should be regarded as injunction 
of actual results ; because an injunction of results prompts the activity 
(expected to bring about those results) ; e.g. it has been declared that ‘ if a 
person desires virility, his sacrificial post should be made of Khadira-wood ; 
if he desires Brahmie glory, it should be made of Paldsha-wood ; if he desires 
food, it should be made of BUva-wood ’ [Aita. Bra. 2. 1] ; and just as these 
have been regarded as injunctions of actual 'results (as admitted by all 
parties), so should the declarations in question also be regarded 

In answer to tiiis, we have the following Siddhdnta — ^These declarations 
of results should be regarded as purely commendatory. — ^Why ? — Because 
they [f.e. the things from which the resulls are said to follow} subserve the 
purposes of another — ^i.e. of the main sacrifice. For instance, the J'tdiu 
(a kind of ladle) is subservient to the act of offering, the Upahhrt (a kind of 
dish) is subservient to the act of Holding ; the Dhruvd (a kind of vessel) 
is subservient to the act of containing the Clarified Butter ; the applying of 
collyrium and shaving, etc., are subservient to the Sacrificer, and the Aghara 
and Ajyabhdga, as weU as the Praydjas and Annyajas are subseryient to 
the Agneya and other sacrifices. — Such being the case, if these were sub- 
servient to the Result also, then it would mean that things enjoined in 
one place (in the inj\metions of those things to which they are subservient) 
are laid down in another place as subservient to yet other tilings ; — and this 
would be most incongruous. — Because ‘ subservience ’ consists in subserving 
the purposes of another, and the fact of the things in question subserving 
the purposes of the sacrifice has been made clear by Vedic texts themselves j 
— e.g. there is the text ‘ Jvhvd juhoti’, which means that ‘ one performs the 
offering with the Jvhu' [where the Juhu is spoken of as subserving the 
purpose of the offering of a material at the sacrifice] ; similarly .in the other 
oases. — From all this it follows that the tilings in question do not subserve 
the purposes of Man. 

SUTRA (2). 

Also beoatjse the origihativb iNJuiircTioN dobs not point to the. 
Man as the principal bactob. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ The fact of the thing being subservient to Man 
also is pointed out by the texts quoted — e.g. ‘ One who uses the Juhu made 
of leaves, hears no evil of himself 

This is not right ; — why 2 — became the origmative injunction does not 
point to the Man as the principal factor. As a matter of fact, in the text 
quoted there is no word which expresses the idea that the Paldsha Juhu 
brings about non-hecvring of euU ; all that, is said is that ‘ one who has the 
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Paldsha Juhu does not hear evil ’ ; aE the idea that follows from the word is 
that ‘ the.man who has such a JuhU, for him there fe; non-hearing of evil ’ ; 
thus the words of the text say nothing either as to the Juhu bringing about 
the said non-hearing, or as to the Juhu subserving the purposes of Man. 

Opponent — “We deduce it from Inference, the reasoning being ‘surely 
the Paldsha Juhu brings about the non-hearing of evil, since whenever the 
Paldsha Juhu is there, there is non-hearing of evil’ P 

Answer — ^There can be no such inference of cause and effect ; there is 
the relation of cause and effect between two things when they are so related 
that one (effect) is there when the other (cause) is there, and it is not there 
when the other is not there ; — ^it is onlv in such a -case that there is the 
relation of cause and effect. In the case in question, what we gather from 
the text is that ‘ when there is Paldsha Juhu there is non-hearing of evil 
but not that ‘ when the Paldsha Juhu is not there, the non-hearing of evil is 
not there ’ ; that is, there are no words to the effect that ‘ if a man does 
not have the Paldsha Juhu, there is no non-hearing of evil Hence it does 
not necessarily follow (from what is actually said in the text) that the 
non-hearing of evil is brought about by the Paldsha Juhu ; in fact, what is 
■said is only indicative of the man (who does not hear evil). Hence there 
•can be no Inference (like the one put forward by the Opponent). 

Further, as a matter of fact it is found that even where a man has a 
Paldsha %Ttihu, he does hear evil of himself. — “ How do you know this ? *’ — From 
■direct perception [i.e. we often find that this is what actually happens]. 

[The Opponent now strikes a fresh line of reasoning] — “ If such be the 
case with the texts under consideration [and no results are actually brought 
about by the PaZds/ia J-ufeu], then the Agnihotra also should be taken as not 
accomplishing any result ,* because in that case also, we do not perceive 
any result following immediately after the libation has been poured.” 

This does not affect our position. In the ease of the Agnihotra, the 
text does not say that the result follows immediately upon the pouring of 
the libations ; while in the case in question, what is denied is the hearing 
■of evil at the very time that the Paldsha Juhu is present ; and hence in this 
latter case, there can be no such Inference as that ‘ this is the cause and 
that the effect In the case of Agnihotra and other sirnilar acts, the 
relation of cause and effect is actually declared by the words of the text 
itself ; hence, even though the result is not seen to appear at the time, there 
is the conviction that it will come in due course of time. Such is not the 
case with those things that we are considering (the Paldsha Juhu and the 
rest) ; hence the conclusion is that no result follows from these things. 

Opponent — “ When the text says that ‘ a man who Iras a Paldsha Juhu 
does not hear evil of himself it follows from this that this {non-hearing of 
•evil) is the result that follows from that ^ame Paldsha Juhu ; so that in this 
case also this result might come about in, due comse of time [even though 
at the time the man might actually be Irearing evil of himself].” 

Answer — ^It is true that the, said idea may he there ; but what is 
the authority for it ? — ^that is what '^e ^e copsidering. Sense-perception 
'does not countenance the idea ; nor Analogy or other such means of cogni- 
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tion as pertain to visible things ; not even Word; as has been already ex- 
plained above (under Su. 1. 1. 25) where it has been shown tlmt the meaning 
of the sentence as a whole must be one that is made up of the meanings of 
the words composing that sentence*— Thus then* there being no authority for 
the idea put forward by the Opponent, it should be regarded as a wrong 
idea. In the case of sentences used in common parlance, it is found that, 
as they pertain to things (of the world) that are already known, they are 
used and understood even in such a way that words are supplied from 
without and other methods of indirect interpretation are also resorted to, 
—siioh as altering the forms of words, connecting words far removed from each 
other and so on. [Hence there is chance of such sentences giving rise to 
many wrong ideas.] — ^Similarly, even in the case of things not amenable 
to (spoken of by means of) words there are wrong cognitions bearing all the 
semblance of right cognition ; for instance, in the ease of the Mirage and 
such illusions. 

Then again, what is spoken of in the texts is something existing at the 
present time ; while as a matter of fact, the result mentioned is not found 
to be existing at the present time. From this it follows that the results 
mentioned would not come when the Sruva made of Khadira-wood and other 
things are there. Thus then, it comes to this that, when the Sruva made of 
Khadira-mood (Pal&sha Juhu) and other things are there, the result spoken of 
comes about, and also it doe.s not come about, — ^and that when those things are 
not there, the result may or may not come about; — ^so that it cannot be 
ascertained what that is from which a particular result follows. — ^Prom ail 
this it follows that when sentences like those under consideration are uttered, 
they do not lead to any activity, nor to any cessation from activity ; and 
thus not serving any purpose regarding the activity of man, they are 
ixseless. 

On the other hand, if they are taken as commendatory declarations, 
then there is a useful purpose served by the Khadira-wood and other things, 
in the shape of the Sruva and other articles which become r^ful in the per- 
formance of sacrifices. If these articles did not serve any useful purpose 
in connection with sacrifices, then there might have been some occasion 
for considering whether or not, through some method of verbal interpreta- 
tion, we could deduce the idea that they actually bring about the results 
mentioned. As it is however, why should we assume any such thing ? 

From all this it follows that texts like those we are considering are com- 
mendatory declarations ; and in the case of a commendatory declaration, 
the mention of a thing which does not exist as existing would be explained 
as being said in praise. 

StTltA (3). 

The result cah be taken as aothally following only in a case 

WHERE THE MaN IS SPOKEN OF THE PRINOIPAL FACTOR. 

BMfya. 

It has been argued that — “ just as in the case of such texts as ‘ for one- 
desiring virility, one should make the SKborificial post of Ehadira-wood x. 
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aad for one desiring food, one should imke it of Bilm-wood, and for one 
desiring Brahmic glory, one should make it of Palasha-wood’ [the result 
is taken as actually following from the thin^ mentioned] [so should it be in the 
case of the texts in question also]”.— But in the case of those other texts it 
is right that it should be so taken ; as in them there is the Injunction ending 
in "Kuryai' (‘should make’), which actually lays down the connection 
bstw'een Virility and the Khadira~ti}ood,~m.d it does not speak of anything 
e 'Asting at the present time. Hence there is no incongruity (in our accepting 
the Besult as following in one case and not accepting it in the other). — 
In fact, persons conversant with the principles of interpretation of words 
and sentences read the following couplet in this connection — 

‘ In ah Vedas, the following five words are the true signs of an Injunc- 
tion (1) Kurydt (should make), (2) Kriyeta (shotild be made), (3) Kartavyom 
(ought to be made), (4) bhavet (should be), and (§) Sydt (may be).’ 

People who make this pronouncement t hink that the Injunctive ending 
is the only indicative of a text being an Injunction. — ^In the two texts cited 
by the Opponent, w^e have the Injunctive ending.— Hence the citing of these 
(in the present discussion) is entirely futile [there being no injtmotive ending 
in the texts under consideration]. 



ABHiKABAisrA (2) : What is ^ naimittika" {contiTbgent, non- 
essential) does not appertain Ix) what is ‘ nitya ’ 
{compulsory, essential). 

StJTRA (4). 

In a case where a Contingent detail has been beesceibed the 

DETAIL FOR THE (COMPHLSOEY) SACRIEICB SHOULD BE OTHER 
THAN THAT ; BECAUSE THE EORMER IS CONTINGENT 
UPON SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCES. 



(A) In connection with the Jyoti^foTna, a contingent detail has been 
laid dowm in the following text — Bdrhadgiram brdhmanasya brahnuxsdma 
hurydl, parffmrasyam rdjanyasya, rdyobdjiyam vaishyaaya ’ ['If tJm saanfic&r 
is a Brdhmana, one should sing for him the Brahmasaman called Bdrhadgira ; 
if Tie is a Ksattriya, that called Pdr&iwrasTimya ; if he is a Yaishya, that called 
Bdyobdpya ’]. — (B) Similarly, in connection with Agnichayana, a contingent 
detail bp.s been laid down in the following text — ‘ Sdhasram pmtharmm 
cJbWUdnah chinvita, d/uisdhasram dvitlyam, trisdhasram trtlyam ’ Wh^ the 
Agnichayana is being performed for the first time, one should set up an altar 
consisting of one thousand bricks ; when for the second time, of 2,000 bricks ; 
when for the third time, of 3,000 bricks ’ (Taittd. Sam. 6. 6. 8. 2), — (C) Similarly 
in connection with the DarsTm-Punmmdsa certain contingent details are 
laid^o^ thus — ‘ Godohanena pashukdmasya pra/tyiyU, kdtruwyena brahmavar- 
chasa-kdmasya, mdrtikena pratisthdkdmasya ’ [‘ If the sacrificer desires 

cattle, one should fetch water in a milking vessel ; if he desires Brahmic 
glory, then in a vessel of bell-metal ; if he desires honour, in an earthen 
vessel 

In regard to these contingent details, there arises the question — Are 
these same contingent details to be adopted in the compulsory acts also ? 
Or are other details to be adopted at the various compulsory acts ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows “ These same 
details are to be adopted at the compulsory acts also. — ^Why ? — The details in 
question, — (A) the singing of the Brahmasaman [(B) the making of the altar 
and (C) the fetching of water] have to be done at the compulsory acts ; as they 
have been enjoined ; and being enjoined, they need the means of accom- 
plishment to be mentioned in close proximity to themselves ; as a matter 
of fact, no such means are laid down (in reference to the compulsory acts) 
at all j , — and the contingent details happen to be in close proximity to them ; 
— and under the oirounxstances, it is only reasonable that the compulsory 
acts should have their requirements met by these contingent details. — Why 
so ? — Because the contingent detail is near at hand, and hence its connection is 


ABHYlYA IV, rlDA HI, ADHIKABANA ( 2 ). 


795 


indicated by Syntadiml Oonneciion ; while none other is foimd to be directly 
asserted by any text. The incongruity too that is involved in taking what 
is contingent on special circumstances to be universal is the same as that 
involved in aMuming what has not been asserted (in the Veda).— The 
■ Opponent might say — * Those details have been spoken of as contingent on 
certain conditions’. — ^The answer to this is as follows — ^When a thing is 
mentioned in a context, even though it may have been mentioned as 
connected with one act, it may become connected with another act also ; 
for instance, though a canal is dug for irrigating paddy, yet people drink 
water out of it and also bathe in it ; so would it be in the case in question 
also fi-©- though the details are mentioned in connection with certain special 
■conditions, yet they may be connected with those acts also, where those 
conditions are not present]. — Or [at least in the case of the sentence 
‘ godohanena paahuhdmaaya prayayet \ ‘ for one desiring cattle, water 

shoxild be fetched in the milking vessel ’, the sentence contains within itself 
the simple sentence ‘ godohanena pranayet ’ [‘ one should fetch in q 
milking vessel ’] where the fetching in the milking vessel is laid 
down without reference to any particular desire. And what is thus directly 
asserted carmot be ignored. Then as regards the term ‘ pashukdmasya ’ 
(‘ for one desiring cattle ’), it can serve the purpose of connecting that desire 
for cattle with the fetching of water, but it cannot set aside what has been 
, expressed by the shorter sentence ; further, when a sentence has once expressed 
a meaning, such meaning cannot, without sufficient reason, be held to be 
one to which no significance is meant to be attached. There are many 
sentences that are expressive of two judgments, e.g. — ‘ Shveto dhavati 
cdamhusdndm ydtd ’ [‘ The white horse is running, which goes to the Alambmd 
coimtry ’] [where there are two ideas expressed — (1) ‘the white horse is 
numing ’ and (2) ‘ the horse is going to the AUmhuad country’]. — From all 
this it follows that the contingent details should find room in the compulsory 
acts also.” 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnia — In a case 
where a contingent detail has been prescribed, the detail for the compulsory 
sacrifice shcndd be other than that ; — ^why ? — because the former is mentioned 
as being contingent upon special circumsiances \ ,as a matter of fact, the detail 
that is laid down is made contingent upon special circumstances ; hence 
that detail can find no place in a case where those special circumstances are 
not present. 

It has been argued that the details are such as must be performed. — 
They will certainly be performed where it is necessary to perform them. 

As for the argument _ that — “in connection with the compulsory' 
sacrifice, no other meams for accomplishing the Brahmasdman and the rest 
has been laid down, save the contingent details in question ” — ^what is 
laid down in a general way (without reference to any sacrifice) may be 

• adopted ; henpe there will be no, diSiCulty.-?r“ What is that (which is laid 

• down in this general way) ? ” — (o) Abhlvarta ’ is such a Brahmasdman, (6) 
the Agni is that mentioned in the eighteenth mantra (?), and (c) the Vdra'^ 
is the vessel for fetching water. , i . 
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It has been argued, that — “ the BraAmoadwan and other factors woiild 
nateally become connected with the contingent details in question which 
are mentioned in the same context and in close proximity to them”.~ 
We say, no ; the ‘ context ’ is not one of the contingent details, Barhadgira 
and the rest. — It might be said that “ the Brcdimasdman and the rest would 
become connected with such stofrq-hymns and other details as may be found 
mentioned in the same context — ^This also is not possible. Though the 
atotra-hymns, etc., mentioned in the context are compulsory (essential), yet 
it is the Barhadgira and the rest that are found to be indicated by Syrdactical 
Connection as being contingent upon certain conditions ; and Syntactical 
Connection is more authoritative than Gont&ei, 

Then again, it has been argued that — “ the fact that the contingent 
details are applicable to the compulsory sacrifice is deduced from the sentence, 
by reason of proximity — But such deduced meanings of sentences cannot 
set aside general principles ; and as a matter of fact, the Barhadgira and other 
contingent details have their use only when those contingencies are present. 
— From all this it follows that at the various compulsory sacrifices the details 
should be other than the contingent details in question. 

Another argument that has been urged isjthat — “the larger sentence 
‘ for one desiring cattle, he. should fetch water with the milking v^sel ’ 
contains the shorter sentence ‘ he should fetch water in the milking vessel ’ ; 
and what is signified by this shorter sentence (that at all sacrifices water 
should be fetched in the milking vessel) cannot be rejected ; — i.e. without 
sufficient reason it cannot be held that this idea is not meant to be 
expressed; because in reality the larger sentence expresses two ideas [(I)- 
that water should he fetched, in the milkirbg vessel and (2) that it should be 
so fetched for one who desires cattle] ”. 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^There is sufficient reason why the 
said idea cannot be taken as meant to be expressed. — What is that reason ? ” 
— ^The reason is that it is not possible that both should be done at the same 
time ; — ^i.e. at one and the same time, the sentence cannot express the idea 
signified by the whole sentence, and also express the idea signified by a 
part of it. — “Why?” — ^The verb ^ pranayati’’ (‘should fetch’) is formed 
with the prefix ‘pra \ the root ‘ ni ’ and the injunctive affix and it denotes its 
meaning by ‘ Direct Assertion ’ ; — ^the ‘ milking vessel etc., also as connected 
with the ‘ fetching ’ are denoted by ‘ Direct Assertion, as well as ‘ Syntacti- 
cal Connection’ ; — but as for the connection between the result (‘ acquiring 
of cattle ’) and ‘ the milking vessel, etc.’ it is indicated by ‘ Syntactical 
Coimection ’ only, not by ‘ Direct Assertion ’ at all. — ^If (in answer to this) 
it be argued that — “ the connection of the ‘ fetching ’ with the ‘ milking 
vessel, etc.’, and also the coimection of the ‘ milldng vessel ’ with the Result, 
are both expressed (by ‘Direct Assertion’)”, — ^then, the answer is that, 
that cannot be ; as in that case, the sentence would be expressing two distinct 
ideas, and this would involve a syntactical split for which there is no 
justification. 

The example of a sentence expressing two ideas has been cited ; — 
‘ Shveto dhavati alambmandm yaid * f' The white horse is running, going to the 






Adhikarana (3) : Things like ^ curds ^ appertain to the 
compuUory as well as the optional or contingent 
sacrifices: ^ 8amyogaprthattvanydya\ the Law 
of Connection and Disconnection. 

StJTEA*(5). 

In a case whebe one and the same thing is both (compulsoby, 

ESSENTIAL, AS WELL AS CONTINGENT, NON-ESSENTIAL), THEBE 
IS CONNECTION AND DISCONNECTION. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Agn^iotra, we read ‘ Dadhndjuhoti ' (‘ One should 
offer curds’), — and then again " Dadhnd indriyahdmasya yuhuyat' [‘For 
one desiring efficient sense-organs, one should offer curds ’]. — Similarly in 
connection with the Agm^omiya, we have the text ‘ Khadire badhndii ’ (‘ Should 
tie the a-nTTua.! to the post made of Khadira-wood ’ ), — ^and then again ‘ Khddi- 
ram mryahamasya yupam hurydt ’ [‘For one desiring virility, one should 
make the post of Khadira-wood'}—[In both these cases, the same thing, 
mrds, has been laid down as to be used at the compulsory Homa, as also 
at the Homa performed with a special desire, — and the Khadira-wood has 
been dovm as to be used at the compulsory sacrifice as also at the 
sacrifice performed with a special desire]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is here also the thing to be 
used at the compulsory act to be other than that used at the optional 
(contingent) act ? Or the same that is used at the contingent act ? 

The PurvapaJeaa view is that— “ it should be different, according to 
the principle arrived at in the foregoing Adhiharana 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta — In a case where 
one and the same thing is both — i.e. compulsory as well as contingent (optional), 
— there is connection and disconnection, which is a reason (for the same 
thing being used at both) ; that is, in this case there is ^ connection and 
disconnection’ (of the same tl^u^^^ one cose there is ‘connection’ (of 
the thing, curds, with all Homa) expressed by the sentence ‘ Dadhnd juhoti 
and in another, there is ‘ disconnection ’ (of the thing from all Homa except 
the one performed for a- man desiring efficient sense-organs), exjiressed by the 
sentence ‘ Dadhnd indriyalcdmasya juhuydt — Similarly in the other case, 
there is ‘ connection ’ (of the Khaddra-wood, with all posts), expressed by the 
sentence Khadire badhndti and also ‘ disconnection ’ (of the same 
from all posts, except the one for the man desiring virility), expressed by 
the sentence ^ Khadiram, mryahdtmsyar etc.’.— From all this, it follows that 
the curds and the Khaddra-wood and other things similarly circumstanced 
appertain to the Compulsory as well as the CorUingmt act. 



StiTEA (6). 


The sbcofd may be shbsidiaby -ro the fiest ”, — this 
IS UBaEB ,— [theh the answer IB as in the next 
StJTBA]. 


The Opponent may aak — “Why cannot the second he subsidiary to 
the first t That is, the residt in the shape of ‘efficiency of sense-organs’ 
which is spoken of in the second sentence as following from the use of curds 
in ffoma, may be taken as following from the use of the same curds that 
have been spoken of in the first sentence, * dadhim jtdioti — similarly, the 
r«ult in the shape of * virility’ which is spoken of in the second sentence 
as following from the xise of the Khadira-wood, may be taken as following 
from the same Khadira-uxxd which has been spoken of in the first sentence 
‘ Khadire badhnaW. So that in both cases, the two sentences are to be 
construed together forming a single sentence — If this is your opinion, then 
our answer is as follows : — 

StjTEA (7). 


That cannot be ; as the two things are entirely distinct. 


BMaya. 


What has been said in the foregoing Sutra is not possible ; as the two 
things are entirely distinct ; i.e. 0t6 connection between the cards and the Homa 
(expressed by the first sentence) is something entirely distinct from the 
connection between curds and efficient sense-organs (expressed by the second 
sentence) ; similarly the connection betuxen the Post of Khadira-wood is some- 
thing entirely distinct from the cormection between the Post of Khadira-toood 
and virility. They are two distinct things ; and both are meant to be 
enjoined (by the two sentences) ; — ^we have seen that it is ‘ one sentence ’ 
when it speaks of one thing only ; in the case in question, as there are two 
things, there would be a syntactical split (if the two sentences were treated 
as ‘ one sentence.’). — “ How t ” — ^The injunctive ending appearing with the 
root ‘/m’ (in the word ^jvhoti") can enjoin the accessory (curds) only 
if the directly expressed injunction of Homa is not possible ; and it can 
enjoin the coimection between that accessory (curds) and the Result (efficient 
sense-organs) only if the injunction of the accessory is not possible. In the 
latter case therefore, the Direct Assertion would be abandoned for the sake 
of Syntactical Connection ; as nothing could be possible as well as impossible 
at one and the same time. — From all this it follows that contingent is the 
same as that which is used at the. compulsory act. 


Adhikabana (4): The Living on Milk \ and suth ofJier 
■penances subserve the purposes of the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (8). 

The embellishment of things subsekying the purposes of actions 

MUST BE REGARDED AS SUBSERVING THE PURPOSES OF THE 
SACRUTCB. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma we read — Payowactm brah- 
tmnasya, yax)ayu ra§anya»ya, amikaa vaiahyasya' [‘Living on milk is the 
penance lor the Brahmanyx, Bice -gruel for the Kaattriya and Curdled Milk 
for the Vaishya ’] (Taitti. Saa&i. 6. 2. 5. 2-3). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this Penance a detail 
pertaining to the Man, or to the Sacrifice? 

The Purmpahsa view is that — “ Sjmtactical Connection, setting aside 
the Context, indicates the penance as pertaining to the Man 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — ‘ Penance ’ is an 
embellisliment for the maintaining of the body and for imparting strength 
to it, and as such, it must pertain to the Men who subserve the purposes 
of the sacrifice, — ^and hence this embellishment must be taken as sub- 
serving the purposes of the sacrifice, specially as in so doing the indication 
of the ‘ Context ’ becomes honoured. — “ But by Syntactical Connection, the 
Penance is indicated as appertaining to the Man.” — ^Not so, we reply; 
because, if it did so then, it would be necessary to assume a result (desired 
by the Man) ; whereas in regard to the sacrifice, the effect produced by the 
embellishment is already definitely known, being, as it is, included in the 
declaration of the entire proced^xre of the sacrifice which is the principal 
factor, — For these reasons the Penance should be taken as pertaining to 
the Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (9). 

Each being distinct, the mention of the Man serves the purpose 
OF restricting the Penances (within their respective 
spheres). 

Bhdsya. 

Question — “ Why then should the Man be mentioned at all ? ” 
Answer — ^It serves the purpose of restricting the Penances within their 
respective spheres, — the meaning being that ‘the penance of Living upon 
Milk is performed in connection with the Jyotistoma only when that 
sacrifice is performed by a Brahihana, not when it is performed by any other 
man. — Similarly in the other easies- 



Adhikabana (5) : Sacrifices like the Vishvajit are 
fruitful, brifi^ing definite results : 

‘ Vishvajitn-nydya (A) \ 

SUTRA (10). 

[PCrvapak^a] — “ Inasmuch as the Result is not mentioned in the 
Injunction, the Acjtion only should be taken as enjoined ; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE WHAT IS NOT ACTUALLY SPOKEN OF 
IN THE TEXT SHOULD NOT BE RECOGNISED 

(as authorised by it).” 

Bhd§ya. 

There are the following texts—' Tasnyat pitrbhyah purvedyiih karoti ’ 
(‘Therefore on the previous day, they perform it in honour of the Pitrs'] 
(Taitti. ,Sam. 2. 5. 3. 6) ; — ^then again, ‘ Sarvebhyo vd esa danibhyah, 
sarvebhyashcMiandobhyah, sarvebhyah prsthebkyah atmdnamagumte yah 
mttrayagtmUe, — sa vishvajUd atirdtreiya sarvaprstMna saa-mstomina earva- 
vedmadaksii^na yajeta ’ [‘ He who takes a vow for the Sattra takes a vow 
for all deities, all metres and all chants ; he should offer the Aiirdtra Vishmjit, 
at which all the prstha and atoma are used and at which one’s entire 
property is given away as the sacrificial Fee ’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. 4. 7. 7). 

In regard to the VishmjU sacrifice here laid down and also others 
similarly spoken of, — ^there arises the question — What is it that enjoined 
here ? the mK?e action — or the action as bringing about results ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The sacrifice in 
question should be taken as not bringing about any results ; — ^wh 3 ' ? — 
becauae no result is mentioned in the injunction, and in matters upon which 
tnrstworthy word is the sole means of knowledge, what is mt spoken of in 
the text ahovM not be recognised {as authoriaed). — ‘ But it has been declared 
that acts prescribed in the Veda are fruitful' (bring desirable results) — 
The answer to this is that what has been declared is that -.icts are to be 
recognised as fruitful because they are found to be spoken of as associated 
with results, not simply because they have been prescribed in the Veda. — 
‘ In that case from the fact of the acts being recognised as what should be 
done, we shall deduce that they are conducive to results; because the 
act that brings about happy results is what should be done.’ — The answer 
to this is that the idea that such an act, should be done is inconsistent with 
perceptible facts ; we directly peroeive that the performance of the act 
has unpleasant consequences (the p^ormance of, an elaborate sacrifice 
is always a source of trouble • aod - disc^forfc) ; under the circumstances, 
even if there were a text declaring sjic^> aa act to be conducive to happy 
results,, it could not be accepted as as it is, inconsistent with a 

perceptible fact ; in fact such, a textiTg^Qdld^l^e'as trustworthy'- as such absurd 
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assertions as — ‘Dry gourds sink ki water’, ‘Stones float on water’, ‘Fire 
is cool — Then again, the fact of the act leading to agreeable results would 
be deduced from Inference — the inferential reasoning being — Because the 
act is one that should be done, it must be conducive to happy results ; — 
and certainly Perception is more reliable than Inference. — ^From all this we 
conclude that acts like those in question are not conducive to any results. 

“ ‘ But we might assume the result on the basis of the reasoning that 
the injunction of the act would be useful only if the act led to a desirable 
result.’ — ^The answer to this, is that it would be quite reasonable to assert 
that the injunctive sentence is useless ; as there are many declarations that 
are useless — such declarations, for instance, as ‘Ten pomegranates’, ‘Six 
cakes ’ and so forth. — But the performance of the Vishvajit is conducive 
to happiness.’ — Answer — What is conducive to happmess is the A-purva 
(the Transcendental Force), not the performance ; and the sentence in question 
does not say anything as to the Apurva being such as should be don^ (or . 
brought about) ; in fact the presence of the Apurva is assumed only in cases 
where the result is spoken of as to be brought about ; and what speaks of 
the resu.lt as to be brought about is a sentence, not a word ; and in the case 
in question the sentence does not mention any result ; — from ail this we 
conclude that the text in question is not injunctive of the Apurva-, all 
that it enjoins is the mere action ; and this action brings no result at the 
time that it is done (this we see actually) ; nor can it bring about any result 
in the future, because it is evanescent (and does not exist after the per- 
formance is over) ; so that if a result were assumed to follow from the action, 
it could be assumed to bring it about only through an Apurva, which, 
in its turn, would have to be assumed on the basis of the assumed result ; — 
thus there would be an interdependence : and mutually interdependent things 
are not fit for being assumed. — From all this it follows that actions like 
those in question are not conducive to any results. 

“ Says the Opponent — ‘ We shall presume the sentence declaring the 
result to be understood — ^The answer to this is that in a case where the 
sentence is complete in. itself, it is not open to us to presume anything as 
being understood ; — ^the sentence in question is actually complete in itself, 
in the form ‘ the VishvajU sacrifice should be performed ’ | and here there 
is no word that stands in need of a word which could be supplied, on the- 
basis of that need, and with which the Result could be connected. For 
example, even in reference to an imsafe road, there may be such a deceptive 
advice as — The road is qtjite safe, you nmy go by it ’ ; and this sentence, 
being quite complete in itself, does not require to .have any words supplied 
by the Deceiver ; so in the same manner, the sentence in question does not 
need to have any words supplied, as understood. — Then again, if the sentence 
were to be connected with words presumed to be understood, it could be 
only in this form — ‘ The Vishoajit saOrifice should be performed, — such and 
such a result will follow ’ ; and there would be two ideas expressed here, 
while the sentence in its original form has been found to be expressive of 
a single idea. — From this also 4t follows that actions like those in question, 
are hot conducive to any result.!’ : 
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StiTRA (11). 

[Sl.DI>HiNTA]— I n EEAIJTY, THE DECLABATION (OF THE RbSTJLT) WOULD 

BE GOT AT BY IMPLICATION,— SUCH BEING THE FOECE OF THE 
DECLABATION ITSELF; WOEDS AEE ITNDEBSTOOD TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH ONE ANOTHBE, ON THE BASIS OF THE 
FACT THAT WHAT IS EXPEESSED BY WOEDS IS MEANT 
TO SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE; AND WHEN NO 
USEFUL PURPOSE IS SERVED BY WHAT IS EXPEESSED 
BY THE WORDS, THE WORDS ARE NOT TAKEN TO 
BE CONNECTED WITH ONE ANOTHER, EVEN 
THOUGH THEY MAY BE CLOSE TOGETHER ; FOR 
THESE REASONS, THE WORD (EXPRESSING 
THE result) should BE TAKEN 
AS FORMING PART OF THE 

Vedic text, 

Bkdsya. 

The phrase ‘ apt vd\ ‘in reality implies the rejection of the Purva- 
paksa view. It is not true that the action in. question is not conducive to 
any result ; as in reality, the declaration of the Result would be got at by im- 
plication. — “ By what implication ? ” — By the implication of the assertion 
that something is to be accomplished. — Say.s the Opponent — “If action 
itself were taken as to be accomplished by the Vishvajit, then this would be 
inconsistent with a perceptible fact [the sacrifice is not foimd to bring 
about an action].” — ^We do not mean that it is action that is meant to be 
accomplished. — “ Then what ? ” — What we mean is that something else is 
to be accomplislied by means of the action. — [This ‘ something ’ is a purpose 
of the Man ; the meaning being that ‘ by means of the sacrifice one should 
accomplish the Man’s purpose — says the Tardraratna]. — ^Thus it is in regard 
to this something to be accomplished, for the expressing of which the sentence 
needs a word : that is where the supplying of an imderstbod word comes 
in. In many cases such supplying of understood words. is very common. 
For instance, when one says ‘ the door, the door it is necessary to supply 
the word ‘ close ’ or ‘ open ’. — “ But how do you know that in the case in 
question some word has to be supplied as understood ? ” — Because such is 
the force of the declaration itself ; that is, it is only if we supply some word 
(expressive of something to be accomplished) that, the declaration can serve 
a usefial purpose and. also express the intended meaning. — From all this we 
conclude that the sacrifice in , question , is not one that doejs not bring about 
any result. 

Says the Opponent — “ The word th%t nnay be supplied as tmderstood, 
will be of human origin, hence what wqdld l)e learnt from it would not be 
authoritative”. ' 

Ansioer — ^We shall not supply any word ; all that we shall do is to 
construe this same text ia question' with anotlter Vedic text. 

iiiiiililitilillliiliiiliiiiiit't 
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Oppomnt- — “ That cannot be done ; it is only a word in close proximity 
to another that can form a sentence with it and thereby make it possible 
for the idea to be expressed by that sentence ; — ^this cannot be done with 
a word remotely situated 

dnwer—Even when a word is remotely separated from another, it 
may set aside the intervening factors, and thereby appear in the mind of 
the man as if in close proximity to the other word, and being connected 
with it, express a particular idea (as expressed by the two words forming 
a sentence) ; e.g. in the following couplet — 

Itah pashyasi dhdvantam dure jdtam vanaspatim 
Tvdm hrmlmi viahdldJcsi yd pinahai jaradgavam ’ 

[‘I tell you, O laige-eyed one, who art concealing from view the distant 
tree ! Do you see the old buE ruiming away from here ? ’] 

‘ We find that the expression that comes to the mind first is ‘ Itah 
pashyasi ’ and this becomes connected with the word ' jaradgavam ’, which is 
separated from it by the intervening words ‘ dure jdtam vanaspatim, etc. % 
after having set aside all these latter, — As a matter of fact, imrds are under- 
stood to be connected with one another, on the basis of the fact that what is 
expressed by words is meant to serve a useful purpose ; and on this basis even 
words that are separate from one another come to be cor^rued togethei*. 
If the words concerned are such as do not serve any useful purpose (by being 
construed together), then they are not fit to be construed togeiher, even 
though they may be in close juxtaposition ; for instance, in the couplet quoted 
above, the words ‘ yd pmalcsi jaradgavam ’ are not construed together (even 
though they are m juxtaposition). — ^From all this it will be seen that the 
words supplied as understood would not make the sentence one of 
human origin. 

“ But the need that is felt for supplying the words is in the man.” 

■ The need is not in regard to the Vedio sentence ; in fact it is a means 
of understanding the meaning of the Vedio sentence ; what happens is ”that 
when the requirements of a certain word are not met by the word nearest 
to it, then, on the strength of the usefxil purpose to be served by the sentence, 
we have recourse to having the said requirements met by another word. 

From aU this it follows that ifte loord expressing the result (which may 
be thus construed) is a part of the Fedic text itself ; that is to say, the word 
denoting the ‘ desire for result even though found at a distance (from the 
text laying down the Vishvajit sacriBee) should be taken as a part of tbip 
"'■texti' 

SUTRA (12). 

The MEANING OF THE SENTENCE (AS PBOPOSBD) WOULD BE GOT AT AS 
IN THE CASE OF THE ACCESSOBY DETAIL AND THE 
MEANING OF (ANOTHER) SENTENCE, 

BTtdsya. 

We have the text ‘ Indrdya rdjhe shukarah ’ [‘ The boar to King Indra ’] 
fTaiiti. Sam. 5. 6. 11. 1) ; now this is taken as enjoining the particular 
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accessory detail (the Boar as the animal to be sacrificed) by construing it 
along with the injxinctive word in another sentence; in the same manner, 
we would get at the declaration of the Result of the Viahvajit sacrifice by 
construing the sentence enjoining that sacrifice with words expressive of 
the Result found in another sentence. ‘ Similarly, in the case of the sentence 
‘ Varuno va etama^e pratyo^ich^ \ the meaning of the sentence has been 
got at by having recourse to * vyavadhdranakalpana ’ (i.e. by connecting 
sentences and words far removed from one another) ; similarly it should be 
in the present case also. 


Adhikabana (6) : Sacrifices like the Vishvafit have a 
single Result : ^ Vishvajin^nyaya (J5) ’ 

StJTRA (13). 

[Pijevapak^a]— “ It should be takeh as bsinqinq about all 

RESULTS; AS NO PARTICULAR RESULT HAS BEEN SPECIFICALLY 

MENTIONED 

Bhdsya. 

It has been imderstood that the actions laid down in such texte as — 
* On the previous day one makes the offering to the Pitrs ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 6. 3. 6), and ‘ One should perform the ViahvajU sacrifice ’ are conducive 
to Results. — ^Now there arises the question — ^Does the action bring about 
all resulte ? Or only one ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows “ It shovM 
be taken as bringing ahovi oM remU8,~whj 1 — became no particular remit 
has been specifically mentioned ; i.e. it has not been specified that ‘ this is 
the r^ult ’ brought about by this action ; if there were any such result men- 
tioned, it would certainly have been known. — ^From this it follows that, there 
being no specification, the action should be taken as bringing about aU 
results.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality only one result follows from it ; as 
THE Injunction is one only, 

Bhdsya. 

Only one result should be taken as following from the action;' — in reality, 
it cannot bring about all results. — Why ? — Because the Injunction is one 
only. It has been explained that the Injuncticai of the action in question 
stands in need of, .and becomes connected with, a word denoting ‘ desire 
for a result ’ ; even if a sentence were capable of being connected with several 
such words, it should be connected with only one such ; because its needs 
would be met by that one word alone, so that there would be no justifica- 
tion for its being connected with any other. — From this it follows that the 
most reasonable view is to have only one injunction of the procedure of the 
action ; and hence it can be conducive to only one result. 
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Abhikabana (7) : Sacrifices like the Vishvajit lead to 
' the attainment of Heaven: ^ Vishvajin-nydya {G)\ 

SUTRA (15). 

That one Rbsxjlt would be ‘ Heaven as that is equally 

DESIRABLE FOB ALL. 


In regard to the actions that we have been considering, it has been 
nndeirstood that only one result is brought about by the action. — ^Now 
there arises the question — ^Is this one Result anything (that one may desire) 
—Or is ib Heaven only ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that— “ it may be anything ; as no particular 
result has been specifically mentioned 

In answer to this, the Siddhanta is as follows : — That one Result would 
he Heaven, as that is equally desirable for all ; that is, all men desire Heaven.— 
But why so ? ”■ — ^Because ‘ Heaven ’ is happiness, and everyone seeks for 
happiness. — “ What if it is so ? ” — ^If it is so, then a word which has a 
general denotation {Happiness in General) cannot be restricted to anything 
particular ; as we find in the case of such general terms as ‘ should sacrifice 
* should do ’ and the like. — ^From this it follows that actions like those we 
are considering are conducive to the one result — Heaven, 


SUTRA (16). 


Also because such is the common notion (oe people). 

Bhdaya. 

The common notion among people is that ‘ Heaven is the result of 
an action whose result is not specified ’ ; as we find people making suet; 
assertions as — ‘ Devadatta has laid out a public park, he is sure to attain 
Heaven ‘ Devadatta has dug a tank, he is sure to attain Heaven — 
“ What if it is so ? ” — ^In this way we find that people have this notion 
regarding Heaven ; that is why in the case of actions conducive to Heaven, 
they do not mention the result at all ; R is left to be understood. — From this 
also we conclude that actions like those we are considering bring about the 
single result, Heaven. 
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Adhikabana (8) : The, Besult of the Matrisatra is that 
which is spoken of in the GommeTidatory 
Passage : ‘ Ratrisatranydya \ 

SUTRA (17). 

[PObvapak§a}— “ In eegabd to the sacbieicb, ' the sentence is 

COMMENDATOBY, LIKIE THE SENTENCE SPEAKING OE THE 
ACOBSSOBY DETAIL, — SO SAYS Ka.B§NAJINI 

BJidsya. 

In oomiection with the Eairi-aacrifices, we read — ‘ Eratitiathanii ha va 
Ue ya etd upayanli ; hmhmavar6haamno ’nnadd bhavanti 'ya eta upayanti* 
[‘ Those who have recourse to these sacrifices become famous ; those who have 
recourse to these become endowed with Brahmic glory and also eaters of 
food ’]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ‘ Are these sentences 
merely commendatory declarations of results ? Or are they injunctions of 
results aotuahy following from the sacrifices ? 

On this qxiestion, the Pw’vapahsa view is as follows : — “ These are 
mere commendatory declarations of results,-— says Karsnajini.—* Why ? ’ — • 
Because the words of the sentence are similar to those of commendatory 
declarations of results. — ‘ What Is this similarity ? ’ — The absence of the 
Injunctive ending ; — as in the case of the sentence speaking of the accessory 
detail ; — ie. sentences like — ‘ One who uses the Srutn of Kftadtm-wood^ 
offers with the very essence of the Vedas ’ (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. 7. l).’^ 

SUTRA (18). • 

fSiDDHANTA] — A tbSYA SAYS THAT WHAT IS SPOKEN OE SHOULD BE 

TAKEN AS THE ACTUAL BESULT J BECAUSE IT IS SO MENTIONED J 
IE NO BESULT WEBE MENTIONED, ONE WOULD 
HAVE TO BE INEBBBED. 

Bhd4ya. 

The teacher Atreya however has held that results actually follow from 
acts like the Batri-sacrifices, and hence the sentence in question is not a mere 
commeiidatory declaration. — “ Why ? ” — -Even if no results were mentioned 
in connection with them, it would be necessary to assume a supplementary 
sentence laying down such results, and rather than assume a sentence far 
removed from the injunction of the act itself, it would be better to assume 
one in close proximity to it ; — as a matter of fact, one snob sentence in close 
proximity to the injunction is already there (in the shape of the sentence 
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imder consideration) (and it has not got to be assumed) ; in fact, we actually 
perceive the sacrifices mentioned (in the sentences under consideration) 
along with ‘ fame ’ and ‘ brahmic glory ’ ; so that it is only the injunctive 
ending that has to be sought for elsewhere. 

Says the Opponent— “ Hqw can you say that it is only the Injimctive 
ending that will have tmbe got from elsewhere — ^when it should be necessary 
to have a verbal root also with which the said ending should be associated ? ” 
When we say that the Injunctive ending will have to be sought for, we 
of course mean tliat ending along with the verbal root, and not merely the 
ending; hence what has been ut^ed does nob affect our position. — Or, we 
may take it that the fame and other Besults are enjoined by that same 
injunctive ending which enjoins the Ratri-sacrijicea themselves, by means 
of the whole sentence laying down the entire procedure. — Or, even the com- 
mendation ifeself may be taken as enjoining the sacrifices themselves along 
with fame and other results. 

SUTRA (19). 

In connection with aooessoey details, the sentence is taken as 

PTJEELY COMMENDATORY, AS THOSE DETAILS ONLY SUBSERVE 
THE PURPOSE OF OTHERS. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Piirvapaksin that — “ just as in such sentences 
as ‘ one who uses the Sniva of Khadira-vrood offers the very essence of the 
Vedas ’ (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. 7. 1), the mention of the Result is taken as merely 
commendatory, — so should it be in the case in question also”. — ^But in those 
oases it is only right that the sentences should be taken as purely com- 
mendatory, because it is not possible for them to be taken as injunctions 
of results, and because they are capable of being taken as commendatory 
declarations of results. This has been fully explained under Su. 4. 3. 1, 
where it has been declared that — ‘ In connection with substances, em- 
bellishments and minor Acts, the mention of Results should be taken as 
a purely commendatory declaration ’. 




Adhikahana (9) : The ‘ Prospective Acts ’ should he taken 
as leading to those results that are actually spoken 
of as brought about by them. 

SOTBA (20). 

[PCevapak§a continued] — “ In the case of Prospective Acts, 
Heaven should alv^ays be taken as the result, just as in 
THE case op such SUBSIDIARIES OF SACRLETCBS AS 
SUBSERVE THE PURPOSES OF THE SACRIFICE 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘ Prospective acts ’ form the subject-matter of the present discussion ; 
— such as ‘ Saury am charum nii-vapet brahmavarehasaJcdmah ’ — [‘ Desiring 
Brahmie glory, one should offer the cooked rice dedicated to Surya ’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 3. 2. 3). [That is, such actions as are laid down as fulfilling special 
desirable ends.] 

In regard to these there arises the question — ^Does the result consist of 
Heaven, as also the desirable thing mentioned ? Or only the desirable thing ? 

On this question, the Piirvapakm view is as follows : — “ In the case of 
Prospective acts, Heaven should always he regarded as the result] — -why 
because when this is done, then the generic word (‘ heaven ’) wiiich is 
expressive of the end desired by all men does not have to be restricted to 
any partiotdar end ; specially as it is possible to connect the action in question 
with the term ‘ desiring heaven even though this latter term may be far 
removed from it. — ^The Opponent might argue thus — ‘ In the case of the 
particular text cited, we find the term desiring Brahmie glory, which restricts 
the desired end to one particular purpose ’ . — ^This term does not serve to 
restrict. the desired end;, in fact, it is something that comes in only inci- 
dentally. Just as when a man has started for collecting fuel, he is told 
to ‘ bring vegetables ’ also, — ^where the ‘ bringing of vegetables ’ is made an 
incidental purpose. — ‘ What do you mean by this being made an incidental 
purpose ?• ’ — ^What is meant is that side by side with the business of collecting 
fuel, another business is set up, — the meaning being that ‘ after having 
collected fuel, this is something else that you should do’. — ^In the same 
manner, in the case in question, the main end is Heaven, to which another 
end is tacked on ; and the meaning of the text thus comes to be that 
‘ Desiring Brahmie glory one should accomplish Heaven by means of the 
sacrifice’ ; the mention of ‘Brahmie glo:^’ as the result does not preclude 
Heaven as a result ; fust as in the case of such sacrificial accessories as sub- 
serve the purposes of a sacrifice ; for instance, the sentence ‘ For one desiring 
cattle, one should fetch water in a milking vessel ’ means that ‘ if a man 
desires to acquire cattle, he should accomplish the fetching of water by 
means of the milking vessel 
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SUTRA (21). 

[PffBVAPAK§A — “Also bboafsb even on the disappeak- 

ANCE OP THE MOTIVE, THE OOMPLBTINa OP THE SAOEIPICE 
HAS BEEN LAID DOWN AS NEOESSAEY 

Bhdsya. 

“ Bvm on the disappearawie of the motive, — i.e. on the cessation of the 
•desire for the partioxilar result, or on the attainment of the particular result, — 
the completing of the sacrifice is found to be laid down as necessary ; e.g. . 
in connection with the sacrifice laid down as to be performed for the purpose 
of obtaining rain, it is said — ‘ If it should rain, he should complete the offer- 
ings then ; if it does not rain, then he should make the offering on 
the next day ’ (Taitti. Sam, 2. 4. 10. 1). — ^If Heaven were not the additional 
result to follow from the sacrifice, for what should it be necessary to com- 
plete the sacrifice ? — ^From this it follows that Heaven is always the result 
of sacrifices.” 

SUTRA (22)' 

[SiDDHANTA] — IN BBAIITY, THE DESIBED BBSITLT (IS WHAT SHOULD BE 

TAHBN AS FOLLOWING PEOM THE PbOSPEOTIVB Act) ; BECAUSE 
IT IS IN CONNECTION WITH THAT THAT THE SAOBIPIOB 

IS ENJOINED, 

Bhdsya. 

The result following from the Prospective Act should be J;he particular 
one that is desired, not Heaven ; because it is in connection vnih that remit 
that the Injimction of that act appears ;-^-and not in connection with desire 
for Heaven. Under the circumstances, the syntactical connection of the 
injxmction with the ‘ desire for Heaven ’ could only be inferred ; while that 
with the word expressive of the ‘ desired result ’ is directly perceived ; 
and what is directly perceived is certainly more authoritative than what is 
inferred. — ^From this it follows that the result of Prospective acts must be 
that particular desired thing (which is spoken of in the injunction of the 
act. 

SUTRA (23). 

In the case op the subsidiaby, it is so, because it is an 

ACCESSOBY. 

Bhdsya, 

It has been argued (-under Su. 20) that “ Just as it is in the case of 
the subsidiary cjif a sacrifice, so would it be in the case in question also ”. 

^The answer is that it is quite right in the case of the subsidiary,, because it is 
an accessory ; that is, its connection with the sacri^ce as also -with the desired 
result is clearly perceptible, the meaning of the sentence being that ‘ one 
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who happens to desire cattle should do the fetching of water with the 
milking vessel In the case in question however there is no perceptible 
word to the effect that ‘ one who happens to desire Brahmic glory should 
accomplish Heaven by means of the sacrifice “ What then is the con- 
struction of the sentence ? ” — ^The construction is. that ‘ one who desires 
Brahmic glory should obtain it (accomplish it) by means of the sacrifice’. — 
From this it will be seen that the case in question is not analogous to that of 
the subsidiary sacrifices. 

SUTRA (24). 

If it is necessary to have to finish the action even on the dis- 
appearance OF THE MOTIVE, — ^TT IS ONLY FOB THAT SAME 
PURPOSE. 

BMsya. 

It has been argued that — “ Even on the cessation of the desire for the 
particular result, or on the attainment of that result, we find that necessity 
of finishing the action has been enjoined [and from this we conclude that 
Heaven is the only result]”. — Our answer to this is that if it is necessary 
to have to finish an action, even on the disappearance of the motive, U is only 
for that same purpose ; ue. if texts lay it down as necessary that the sacrifice 
should be completed, it must be for that same purpose.-—" For what 
purpose ? ” — ^Por the purpose of avoiding the reproach of cultured people. 
If, after having begun a sacrifice, one were to leave it unfinished, cultured 
people would reproach him immediately after the stopping of the sacrifice, 
sa3dng, * this stupid man is ever ready to begin (but never to finish) 

If people, after having dedicated the offering to the deities, omit to complete 
the sacrifice, aU cultured men reproach them ; hence it becomes necessary to 
complete the sacrifice (even on the cessation of the desire for the result, 
or on the fulfilment of the result) ; and it is therefore only right that there 
should be the injunction to the effect that — ‘ if it should rain, one should 
finish with that same offering’. (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 10. 1.) 

From all this it follows that in the case of Prospective Acts, the result 
is the one that is desired. 


Adhikarana (10) : like the Darsha-Purnamdsa 

are conducive to all desired results: ‘ Darsha- 
Purnamdsa-nydya^ {A). 

SUTRA (25). 

[POavAPAKSA]— “ Week a saceifioe is spoken op as BaiNaiNG- about 

AT.T. DESIRABLE RESULTS, WBEAT ARE MEANT ARE THE RESULTS 
T.ATD DOWN AS POLLOWINO PROM THE MAIN SACRIPIOE AND 
PROM ITS SUBSIDIABIBS,— SUCH BEING THE INDICA- 
TION OP THE Context.” 

Bhd§ya. 

There are the following texts? — ^^(A) ‘ Ekasmai va anya isfayah kamdya 
ahriyante, sarvebhyo darsha-purnamdsau ’ [‘ Other sacrifices are performed 
for the sake of only one. result each, the Darsha-Purnctmdsa sacrifices are 
performed for the sake of all results ’] ; — (B) ‘ Bkasmai vd anyd kratavah 
hdmdya dhriyante, aarvehhyo jyoiistomah ’ [‘ Other sacrifices are performed 
for the sake of one result each, the Jyofistoma is performed for the sake 
of all results ’]< 

In regard to these there arises the question — Does the sentence contain 
a mere reiteration of the result of the Principal Sacrifice along with those 
of its subsidiaries and of the subsidiaries of those subsidiaries ? Or does 
it contain an independent injunction of results (to the effect that all 
desirable results do actually follow from the principal sacrifice mentioned) ? 

On this question, the Purmpaksa view is as follows — It is only a 
reiteration ; that is when the text speaks of a sacrifice as bringing about all 
desirable results, it is only a reiteration of the result of that sacrifice along 
with the results following from its subsidiaries,' as also those following from 
the subsidiaries of those subsidiaries. As a matter of fact, there are results 
spoken as following from subsidiaries and from the subsidiaries of subsidiaries; 
e.g. ‘For one who desires cattle, the altar should be one from which all 
dung has been swept away ; for one who desires social position, it should 
be one from which all dung has been dug out and so on ; — again ‘ If he 
desires that the Rain-god should rain, he should measure out the Assembly 
on a lower level All these results have been already enjoined in the 
passages, and they are again spoken of in the sentence in question ; we 
therefore think it right to regard this sentence as a mere reiteration (of results 
that have been already laid down in the texts enjoining the Main Sacrifice 
and its subsidiaries).” 



SHABARA.-BHi§YA 


SUTRA (26). 


[SmDHANTA] — reality, IT SHOULD BE TAKEH AS AN INDEPENDENT 
INJUNCTION OF RESULTS ; BECAUSE THE RESULT IS MENTIONED 
IN CONNECTION WITH THE NAME OF THE PRINCIPAL 

Saorificb. 


Jn reality, the sentence in question shouM be taken as an independent 
injunction of resuMs ; — ^why ? — because the result is mentioned in connection 
with the Principal Sacfrifice — ‘ The Darsha-Purimmdsa sacrifices are performed 
for the sake of all results % — ‘ The Jyotistoma is performed for the sake 
of all results ’ ; — iu both these sentences the naming of the Principal Sacrifice 
clearly lays down that the Principal Sacrifices are really conducive to all 
desirable results. From this it follows that the texts should not be regarded 
as mere reiterative. — ^If the words ‘ all results ’ were taken as standing for only 
those results that have been laid down elsewhere as following from the 
sacrifice and its subsidiaries and subsidiaries to subsidiaries, — ^this would 
mean that the term indicates these only indirectly, (as the term ‘ all results ’ 
cannot directly signify only those few results) ; and certainly Direct 
Expression (whereby really all resuMs are meant) is more authoritative 
than Indirect Indication (which restricts the term ‘ all results ’ to only a 
very /eu; results). 

From all these we conclude that the texts should be taken as injunctions, 
on the basis of the texts laying down the entire performance of the sacrifices. 
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ADinKABANA (11) : ‘ Y ogmiddhi-^nya/ya ’ ; Sacrifices like 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa should he performed separately 
for the sake of each separate result desired : 

‘ Barsha-Purinxmidsa-nydya ’ (B). 

SUTRA (27). 

[Pt?BVAPAE;§A] — “ In the case jest discessed, all the beselts 

[SHOELD FOLLOW EBOM A SINGLE PEBEOBMANCE], AS 
THEBE IS NO DISTINOTION.” 

Bha^ya. 

In the cases discussed in the foregoiag Adhikara/m, it has been explained 
that all desired results have been enjoined as following from the Principal 
Sacrifice {Da/rsh^t-Purnmndsa or Jyotiatoma). — ^Now there arises the question 
—Are all the resxilts brought about by a single performance of the sacrifice ? 
Or are they brought about one by one by separate performances ? 

The Purvapahsa view on this question is as follows : — “ All the, results 
should follow from a single performance ; — ^why ? — ^because the Barsha- 
Purnamdsa sacrifices, — as also the Jyotistorm — are the means for 

the bringing about of all the results ; and if they are such means of all, 
what result is there that would not be brought about (by the smgle per- 
formance) ? — Hence we conclude that all the results follow simiiltaneously 
(from a single performance of the sacrifice)”. " 

SUTRA (28). 

[SiDEHANTA]— In BEALITy, THE BESELTS SHOELD BE BEGAEDED AS 
BBOEGHT ABOET BY TEBNS ; BEOAESE fT IS NOT POSSIBLE 
FOB (SEVBBAL) THINGS TO SEEING EP (AT ONE AND THE 
SATVrP. time). 

BJid§ya. 

It is not true that all the results appear simultaneously j in fact there 
is regular succession — they are brought abouit by turns ,• the results should be 
taken as appearing in succession, one after the other. — ^Why ^—Because it 
is not possible for several things to spring up at one and the same time ; all 
the desired results are so many things, and all things cannot spring up 
simultaneously ; in fact, there is an inherent impossibility in all the results 
springing up simultaneously, as there is an incongruity involved, (in such 
simultaneous appearance of all). . 

Or, we may take the word * UtpaUyasamyogitvat ’ (in the Sutra), not 
as referring to the springing up of resttJte, but as referriug to the results 



when produced as indicating (the performance of the sacrifice) ; that is, 
what has been declared by the texts is that all the results are those for whose 
sake the I>ar8ha'Purn,amam are performed, a« also the Jyoti^toma ; and 
this does not mean that all the results actually follow from the sacrifice ; all 
that is meant is that the sacrifice is laid down as to be performed for the 
sake of all the results ; and from this it does not follow that the Results 
are simultaneous. 


Or, we make these two SiUraa (27 and 28) as embodying a different 
topic— as follows : — 


Adhikab>a.na (12) : The ‘ Prospective sacrifices ’ bring about 
results in this life as well as in the other life. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PffByAPAK§A]^ — '‘A ia the results should be taken as appbaeing 

THERE ; BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFEBRENCE.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The various ‘Prospective sacrifices’ laid down in the following texts, 
form the subject-matter of this discussion— (a) ‘ SauryancharunnirvapU 
hrahrmvarcluiaalcamali ’ [‘ One desiring Brahmic glory should offer the cooked 
rice dedicated to Surya'] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 3); — (6) ' Aindragnamlha- 
dashahapalanniTvapU prajdkdmah ’ One desiring offspring should offer the 
cake baked upon eleven pans, and dedicated to Indra-Agni ’] (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 2. 1. 1) ; — (o) ‘ Qhitrayd yajUa pashuhdmah ’ [‘ One desiring cattle should 
perform the Chitrd sacrifice’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 6. 1) ; — (d) ‘ Vaiahvadevim 
sdngrahan,im nirvapet grarhakdmah ’ One desiring to acquire a village 
should offer the 8dngrahm}.l dedicated to the Viahvedems ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 3. 9. 2). 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^Do these results appear 
in this life ? Or in the other life ? 

On this question, the Purvapah^a view is as follows : — “ The results 
should be taken as appearing there, — ^i.e. in the other world ; became there 
is no difference *, that is, all the results in question are just like ‘ heaven 
As a matter of fact the result, in the shape of ‘ cattle ’ and the rest, is never 
found to appear immediately after the sacrifice (which has been enjoined as 
bringing about that result) ; — ^Lt is only when an effect appears immediately 
after a cause that it is recognised as following &om that cause ; for instance, 
-the pleasure resulting from massage appeam at the same time as the massage 
itself ; — when the result (cattle, for instance) appears at another time, for 
that also an entirely different cause (in the shape of Purchase, for instance) 
is perceptible ; when a man is equipped with his physical body, there can be 
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adhyIya IV, pIda in, adhikabana (12), 

when we are told that a certain sacrifice brings cattle to the performer, 
it should be understood to mean that as a result of the performance of that, 
sacrifice, the performer obtains (in Ms next life) such a special kind of Body 
■and Sense-organs and the rest as enables him to acquire cattle.-— That this 
is so is clearly indicated, in the following passage — “ Kaikaya, being desirous 
of performing a sacrifice, said to Dalbhya— ‘ Please help me to perform this 
sacrifice wMch is calculated to bring me a kingdom ’ Dalbhya replied — 
^ Do not, my boy, tMnk that the sacrifice brings kingdom in tMs life, 
in fact, sacrifices are performed for results to come in one’s next life 
Here it is clearly shown that the results of sacrifices appear in another life. — 
Hence we conclude that all ‘ Prospective Sacrifices ’ are such as have 
their results appearing in another life.” 

SUTRA (28). 

[Siddhanta] — ^The accomplishment of the obtaining of beshlts 

MUST TAKE PLACE DUBING THIS LIFE ; AS OTHERWISE THE 
ORIGINATIVE INJUNCTION OF THE SACRIFICE WOULD 
NOT BE POSSIBLE. 



It is during tMs life that the acaomplishment of the obtaining of results 
■txikes place ; otherwise the sacrifice could not have any coimection with its 
originative injimction ; i.e. when the injunction says — ‘ He who desires cattle, 
should bring it about by means of tMs sacrifice — ^it is not \mderstood to 
mean that the said result does not come about during tMs life. 

As for the argument that “ the result is not found to appear immediately 
•after the performance of the sacrifice ”, — -it is true that it is not so found 
by Perception or by Inference ; but it is duly known by means of the word 
;(of the Veda). 

As for the second argument that — “ when the result (cattle for instance) 
is acquired at another time, there is another perceptible cause (in the shape 
of P-urchase and the like) that does not a:ffect our position ; there may be 
.another cause as well as the sacrifice. 

Lastly, as for . the argument that — “ the Vedic passage declares that 
sacrifices are performed with a view to results to appear ‘during another 
life ”, — our answer to tMs is that what the sage says is — ‘ I am not going to 
help you to perform a sacrifice leading to results during tMs life. I am going 
to help you to perform a sacrifice leadmg to results durmg the next life ’. 
TMs answers the Purvapakain' 8 argument. 



Adhikabaija ( 13 ); The, ^Sautrdmam’ is part of the "^ CMyrnwir 
{Ermtion of the AUar) and the ‘ BrhaspatiSava ’ 
is part of the ‘ Vdjapeya^ 

SUTRA (29). 

The two acts should be regarded as enjoined in the relation 

OF WHOLE AND PART ; AS IT IS ONLY THUS THAT THE MENTEON 
OF THE TWO AS CONNECTED SERVES A USEFUL PURPOSE. 



We have the two texts — (a) ‘ AgniUdhUva sautrdmxmyd yajeta ’ [‘ Having 
erected the Fire-altar, one should perform the SaiArdnmnl sacrifice ’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. 6. 3. 4) ; — (6) ‘ Vajapm^ena i§pod brhaspatisavena yajeta ’ [‘ Having 
performed the Vdjapiya sacrifice, one should perform the Brhaspati'Saya 
sacrifice*] (Ibid.). 

In regard to these there arises the question — ^are the two acts mentioned 
together for the purpose of showing that one is part pf the other ? Or are 
they mentioned together only for the purpose of indicating the time of their 
performance ? [i.e. Is the JScviitrdnumi a part of the Ghayana, and the 
Brhaapati-sava of the VdjapSya ? Or simply the Sankdmafn is to be 
performed c^ter the Okaycma, and the Bfhaspati-sava after the Vdjapeya ?] 
The Siddhdnta, we assert, is that the two are mentioned together for 
the purpose of showing that one is part of the’ other ; it is only when we 
take it thus that the .direct ineaning of the text becomes accepted ; other- 
wise (if the other view were accepted) the Time would have to be taken as 
indirectly indicated by the words of the text ; and when there is a conflict 
between Direct Assertion and Indirect Indication, the right course is to 
accept the Direct Assertion, not Indirect Indication. — ^Henee we conclude 
that the Sa/utrdmanl is part of the Ghayana, and the Brhaspati-aava is part 
of the Vdjap^a. 

S0TRA (30). 

“ The Text should be taken as laying down the Time, as it is 
. Time that is directly denoted ”, — ^tf this is urged 
[then the answer is as given in the next SfiTRA],. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ If you think that the two acts are mentioned 
together for the purpose of showing' that one is part of the other, — why 
cannot you take the text as laying down the time ? In fact, the word 
‘ Ghibvd ’ (‘ having erected ’), — which means on the completion of the Ghayama 
— 'has the form an injunction of Time )’. 
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ABHYlYA IV, pIDA HI, ADHIKABAKA (13). 

SUTRA (31). 

That cannot be; because in that case, there would, be no 

CONNECTION BETWEEN WHAT IS EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS. 

Eha^a. 

It cannot be as stated in the preceding Sutra ; as in that cnse there would 
be no connection between what is expressed by the words ; that is to say, what 
is expressed by the word ‘ Chitvd ’ is the Chayana, and there would be no 
sort of connection between this Ohayana and the Sautrdmanil, — or between 
the Vdjapeya and the Brhaspati-sava [if all tliat was meant was that one is 
to be performed on the copipletion of the other]; and in this way the in- 
dications of the Context would become rejected ; because when Sautrdmanl 
is found to be laid down in the same Context as the Chayana, it is under- 
stood that the Sautrdma/m sacrifice is part of the Erection of the Fire-altar ; 
similarly, when this Brhaspati-sava is found to be laid down in the same 
Context as the Vdjapeya, it is understood that the Brhaspati-sava sacrifice 
is part of the Vdjapeya, If there were no such connection (between the two 
sets of acts), the Time denoted would be understood as pertaining to some 
other entirely different act. — From all this it follows that the two are men- 
tioned together for the pxirpose of showing that one is part of the other. 


Adhekabaha (14) : The ‘ Yaimrdha ’ is part of the 
Purnamdsa Sacrifice. 

SUTRA (32). 

[PffliyAPAK!?A]— “ It is a part op both ”, — ^IP THIS BE HBGED [THEN 
THE ANSWER IS AS POIiOWS], 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Darsha-pur^masa, we read — ‘ Samsthapya 
paunpx,md^m wimfdharimnunirvapaii ’ [‘ Having completed the Paunmmdsl 
sacrifice, he offers the Faiwrdte ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the Yaimrdha a part of 
both the Darsha and the Purnamasa sacrifices, and the PaurwxmaM is named 
only for the purpose of indicating the time ? Or is it named for the purpose 
of indicating that the Yaimrdha is part of the Purnamdsa sacrifice only ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ Undar the circumstances, the Yaimrdha 
should be taken as a part of both the sacrifices ; — ^why ? — ^because of the 
force of the fact that it has been laid down in the ‘ Context ’ of both ; also 
because the word ‘ Sams&idpya ’ (‘ having completed ’) has the form of the 
Injunction of time [which shows that the Paurnamd^’’ (Full-Moon Day) 
has been mentioned only for the purpose of indicating the time, for the 
Yaimrdha wMch is part of both Darsha and Pv,rnamdsap\ 

SUTRA (33). 

[SiDDHANTAj — NOT SO ; SEGA USE THERE IS ONLY ONE WORD. 

lihlpja. 

There is. only one sentence containing only one verb, ' AnunirvapaW 
(‘ offei's’), whioli cannot express two connections — (1) that of the Yaimrdha 
with the two sacrifices, Darsha and the Purnamdsa, and (2) that of the 
Yaimrdha with the iirfie Jhmrnamdsi (B''uIl-Moon Day) ; we have seen 
that a single sentence expresses a single idea. 

SUTRA (34). 

“ But there is the indication op the Context ”, — ip 

THIS IS URGED, — 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued that the Oofde^et (points to the connection of the 
Yaimrdha with both the saorifiobs) ; and this has got to be refuted (which 
is done in the following SMi7W)-T-- 


ADEYAYA IV, PADA HI, ADHEKABANA (14). 
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SUTRA (35). 

That oanhot be ; the coHioic'raoH' op the obiginative ifjtjnction 
(points to the oontbaby view). 



It cannot be as the Purvapakain has argued. The sentence in question 
is the only originative injunction of the Vaimrdha ; this sentence may, 
on account of the Context, be construed with the Daraha and the Purnamdsa 
sacrifices, or it may be taken with the Purnmmsa sacrifice alone, with which 
it is directly (and perceptibly) connected. Certainly the connection that is 
directly perceptible is more authoritative than that based upon Context. 
Further, its connection with the Purncmasa sacrifice is directly perceptible, 
while that with the Time is indirect. — ^From all this it follows that the 
Vaimrdha is part of the Purmmdaa sacrifice. 


Adhikabana (15) : Exceptions to the last two AdMkaranas — 
The Anuydjas’ are to be performed at the imne. 
following the offeruig to Agni-Marut 

StiTBA (36). 

The sentence not being the originative Injunction, it .should be 

TAKEN AS LAYING DOWN THE TIME ; AS CONNECTION (BETWEEN 
TWO actions) IS ALWAYS BASED UPON SOME PIJRBO.se. 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma, we read — (a) ^ Agnimdrutad urdhvam 
anuyajawhcharanti ’ [* After the offering to Agni-Marut, they perform the 
Anuydjas *] ; — (h) ‘ Prakrtya paridhln jiAoti hdriyojanam ' [‘ After having 
offered the ParkPiis, one makes the Hdr%q;ona-ofiEering 

In regard to these there arises the question — Do these sentences lay down 
one offering as part of the other ? Or do they lay down the Time ? 

The Purvapakpa view is that — “ the fact of one being a part of the other 
is asserted directly, while the injunction of time could be got at only through 
indirect indication ; hence they must be taken as laying down one offering 
as part of the other 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddttdnta — The sentence not 
being the originative injunction, it should be taken as laying down the time. 
As a matter of fact, the offering to Agni-Marut is a part of the Soma- 
sacrifice [and as such has its originative injunction in that Context] ; similarly 
the Anuydjas are part of the Pashu-sacrijice [and as such has its, originative 
injunction in that Context] ; hence there is no connection between these two. 
— Similarly the Paridhi-offering is part of the Pashu-sacrifice [and has its 
originative Injtmctiou in that Context], and the Hdriyojana-offering is, a 
distinct ‘Primary’ by itself. —Thus then, we find that the Anuydja and the 
offering to Agni-Marut are already known (as enjoined by texts other than 
the one under consideration) ; all that is not known (from any other source) 
is their immediate sequence ; hence it is this latter alone that can be taken 
as enjoined by the text under discussion.— Similarly with the Paridhi- 
offenng and the Hariyojana. Such being the case, the Paridhi-offering 
can render no help to the Hdriyojana, nor the Hdriyojana to the Paridhi- 
offering-^^ But the Paridhi-offering coming first, would render help to the 
Hdriyojana — Our answer to this is that it is not for the purpose of ‘ coming 
first ’ (before the Hdriyojana) that the Paridhi-offeririg is made ; in fact, its 
performance is already there, as part of the Pashu-aacrifice ; and it being 
there, its ‘ coming first ’ is also already there. — ^From all this it follows that 
the two actions are mentioned together only for the pui'pose of indicating 
the time (for the performance of the second act). 



Adhikabana (16) : The ' Scmia-sacrifice^ is to come after 
the ^ Darsha-Purnamasa ^ 

SUTRA (37). 

In A CASE WHERE THERE IS A DOUBT AS TO A CERTAIN TEXT BEINO AN 
INJUNCTION OE ‘ PART ’ OB OP ‘ TIME — ^IT SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS LAYING DOWN ‘ TIME ’ ; AS THAT IS THE PRINCIPAL 
FACTOR IN THE SENTENCE. 



There is the text — ‘ Darahd-Purnamdsau iatvd aomena yajUa ’ [‘ After 
having performed the Darshxt-Purrmm&aa sacrifices- one should perform the 
Soma-sacrifice, ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 6. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does this enjoin one sacrifice 
as being part of the other ? Or does it lay down the time ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is that — “ it should be taken as 
enjoining one as part of the other, — ^such being the direct meaning of the 
sentence ”, 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta — ^In this case, there 
being a doubt as to the sentence being an injunction of ‘ part ’ or an 
injunction of ‘ time % it should he taken as laying down ‘ time \ as that is the 
principal factor in the sentence : as a matter of fact, it is the injunction of 
‘ Time ’ that forms the principal factor in the sentence, — not the injunction of 
the ‘ sacrifice ’ ; that the sentence is not meant to be an injunction of the 
sacrifice is clear from the fact that the sentence does not mention the fonn of 
the sacrifice. — “ Why do you say that it does not mention the form of the 
sacrifice ? ” — W e say so because there is no Deity. — “ Why is there no Deity ? ” 
— ^Because no deity is mentioned in the sentence ; it is only when a deity is 
mentioned in connection with a sacrifice that it is regarded as the ‘ deity ’ of 
that sacrifice ; as a matter of fact, it is only through Direct Assertion (by a 
text) that the Deity of a Sacrifice becomes recognised as such, — not through 
any other means of cognition, like Sense-perception and the rest. — From this 
it follows that the sentence under consideration does not contain the injunc- 
tion of any sacrifice not already known. — On the other hand, if the sentence 
is taken as referring to a well-known sacrifice for laying down its ‘ time then 
there is none of the above incongruities ; because in this case the sacrifice, 
having its deity already enjoined elsewhere, is only referred to in this 
sentence. Hence we conclude that the connection between the two sacrifices 
.serves the purpose of laying down the time (for the performance of the second 
sacrifice, Soma). — That this is so is also indicated in the following passage — 
‘ The Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices are the cJiariot of divinities ; if one performs 
the (Soma-sacrifice after performing the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices,, he 
proceeds on a well-known road clearly marked by the chariot ’ "the 
meaning of this is that ‘ just as passing in* a. chariot along a road well-beaten 




by chmots is comfortable, so is the performance of the Soma-moviRce com- 
fortable, if done after the performance of the Darsha-Pur^mam sacrifices ’ ; 
and the reason for this lies, in the fact that the JDikmtfMya and other sacrifices 
that form part of the Soma-sacrifice and which are only modifications of the 
Darslm-Purnamasa, h&ve become well-known to the performer. Thns we 
find that the commendatory statement made in this passage is intelligible 
[only if the sentence under considemtion is taken aa laying down the time 
for the performance of the Soma-aacrifice, as to be after the performance of 
the Darsha-Pur^mdsa']. 




Adhikarmsta (17) : The Result of the ^Vaishvdmra sacrifice'^ 
accrues to the Son: ^Jdtesti-n^ya' (A). 

SUTBA (38). . 

The bbshlt cannot be taken as acobhino to the Fatheb who is 

NOT DIBBOTLY ASSBBTBD (TO BE THE BECIPIENT OF THE 
BEStrLT), SPECIALLY AS THE SUPPLEMENTABY TEXTS 
ALSO DO NOT SPEAK OF THE FaTHEB. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text — ‘ Vaishvdnaram dvddash^kapdlam nirmpU putre 
jdte ’ [‘ On the birth of a son, one should offer the cake baked on twelve pans, 
dedicated to Vaiahvdnara ’} (Taitti, Bam. 2, 2. 6. 4). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this offering made by 
the Father for his own welfare ? Or for the son’s welfare ? 

The Pdrmpaksa view is as follows ; — “ He makes the offering for his 
own welfare ; actions lilre these do not bring their result to persons other 
than the performer.— -Why so ? — ^Because the very initial act of fire-laying 
is laid down by means of a verb with the Atmanepada ending (‘ adadMta j 
which shows that the results of the act accrue to the Agent performing the 
act). — Then again, there is the following text — ‘ If one pan breaks, one month 
of the year goes out and the Sacrificer dies ; one should offer a cake baked 
upon one pan, dedicated to Dydvd-prthivl ; — ^if two pans break, two months 
of the year go out and the Sacrificer dies ; one should offer a cake baked upon 
two pans, dedicated to the Ashvins ; — ^he should ootmt them and keep them 
carefully, for safety of the sacrificer ’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 6). — ^Here we 
find that on the breaking of a pan, an action is laid down whose result is the 
welfare (safety) of the sacrificer Iximself. The same should be the case in 
the ease we are considering. From this it follows that the result of the 
Vaiahvdnara sacrifice should accrue to the Performer (Father) ”. 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta — The 
result should not accrue to the Father, because the supplementary passage 
speaking of the Result speaks of it as accruing to the Son, not to the Father. — 
How so ? — ^The passage reads as follows : — ‘ On the birth of a son, one should 
offer the cake baked on twelve pans,. dedicated to Vaishvdnara ; when the 
cake is baked on eight pans, it endows him with brahmie glory through the 
Gdyatn ; when it is baked upon nine pans, it endows him with glory through 
Trivrt ; when it is baked on ten pans, it endows him with food, through 
Virdt; when it is baked upon eleven pans, it endows him with efficient 
sense-organs through Trispubh ; when it is baked upon twelve pans, it endows 
him with cattle through Jagatl ; that child cd whose hirth one offers this sacrificct 
hecomes purified, glorious, eater of food, possessed of efficient sense-organs and 
excdlent caMle — ^Here the result is spoken of as accruing to the child 
that is born. [As for the argument that the result of an action should always 
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SHABABA-BHA^YA : 


acome to the performer] no bxirden ean be too heavy for a Vedic text [i.e. 
whenever a Vedic text speaks of a thing, however incongruous it may appear 
to us, it has to be accepted as true], — ^From all this it follows that the 
result of the Vaishmmira sacrifice should accrue to the Son, 

As for the argument that — “ aetions like the one under con-sideration 
are never found to bring results to any other person (than the one who has 
performed it) ”, — our answer to this is that even when a result accrues to 
one’s son, it brings pleasure to the Father himself ; and hence the use of the 
Atmarmpadu ending cannot be entirely incompatible with the SiddhSnta. 
In fact, it is in view of this fact of the Father being pleased that we have 
such assei'tions as — (a) ‘The Son is one’s own very self’, — {b) ‘Thou art 
born out of each of my limbs, produced out of my heart ; thou art my very 
self -named Son ; mayest thou live for a hundred years ! ’ 

SUTRA (39). 

The mention of the damage to thB accessories is to be taken 

ONLY AS INDICATING THE OCCASION (FOR A CERTAIN 

offering). 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued above that the passage— ‘ If one pan breaks, etc.’ 
indicates that the result accrues to the performer. — ^The answer to this is 
that the mention of the damage to the accessories {pans) is to be taken only as 
indicating the ocmsion for a certain offering ; in this sense it becomes quite 
explicable, — not in any other sense ; for instance, when only a pan breaks, 
it cannot be right to seek for it by means of an elaborate sacrifice ; certainly 
when a mere Couri is lost, one does not seek for it by spending a pice 1 


Or, this SUra (39) may be taken as representing another Adhikaratia, 
as follows : — 

ADHiKABAisiA ( 18 ): Tli€> ^ VcLishvdnavci, ^Sacrifice ^ is to he 
performed after the performance of the Birth-rite . 

SUTRA (39) 

The coNNEorioN of the accessory (sacrifices) with the event is 

MEANT TO BE A MERE INDICATION OF THE OCCASION. 

' . Bhdsya. . ' 1 * 

There is the text— V^m^-fidnaram dvadashakapdftt^ nirvapet puire jdte ’ 
[‘ On the birth of a son,, one should, offer the cake baked on twelve pans,, 
dedicated to Foisftmnflra ’] (Taitri,- Sath- 2, 2, 6,' 4), 



ADHYAYA IT, fADA IH, AIDHIKAEANA ( 18 ), 
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In regard to this, there arises the question— Is this sacrifice to be per- 
formed immediately after birth ? or after the performanoe of the ‘ Birth- 
rite' 1 

The Purmpaksa view is that — “it- should be performed immediately 
after birth ; because as soon as an event has occurred, what is contingent 
on that event should follow at once 

In answer to this, we have the following SiMhdnta— --It should be per- 
formed after the Birth-rite has been performed- — ^Why ? — Because of the 
force of circumstances : It has been enjoined that the child is to be fed 
after the Bvrth-rite has been performed i — ^if then, the sacrifice were to be 
performed before the Birth-rite, the time of feeding the child would be put off, 
and in that case, the child could not live. 

It has been argued that “as soon as an event has occurred, what is 
contingent on that event should follow at once ”, — ^The answer to that is 
as follows : — The connection of the accessory {sacrifices) with the evenA is meant 
to he a mere mMcation of the occasion ; — the ‘ event ' is the hirth of the son, 
which, when it has come about, becomes the ‘ occasion ’ ; but the precise 
time of that event does not form part of the sacrifice in question ; as for the 
‘ occasion ’ (the hirth of the son), it does not cease (it continues) even after 
the performance of the Birth-rite. On the other hand, if the Purvapaksa 
view were accepted, and the time for the sacrifice were taken to be laid down as 
immediately after birth, — then, if the Birth-rite were performed and the child 
were fed before the sacrifice, the prescribed time (of the sacrifice) would 
have lapsed ; so that in this case it would be necessary to have recourse to 
Indirect Indication [i.e. the time immediately after the BiHh would have to 
be taken as standing for sometime after Birth\ 

‘From all this it follows that the Vaishvdnara sacrifice is to be performed 
after the performance of the Birth-rite. 


[Supplementary Question . — Treated as a separate AdhiJcaraipt by 
itself by Mandana Mishra and Madhava, and also by Partha- 
sarathi in Tantraratna.) 

Now there arises the question — Is the Vadsiwdnara sacrifice to be per- 
formed any day within the ten days of the Birth ? — Or at its own proper 
time (time otherwise most suitable for it) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ it may be performed on any day, and 
there is no restriction at all 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows It should be performed 
either on the Full-Moon Day or on the Moonless Day. — “ Why ? ” — ^Because 
of the Vedic Text : we have the following text — ‘ If one, after having per- 
formed the Pashu or the Soma sacrifice, should offer another sacrifice, he 
should do it either on the Full-Moon Day or on the Moonless Day There 
is no burden that can be too heavy for a Vedic Text [i.e. when the Vedic 
Text definitely lays down a certain thing, no other consideratio*. can come 
in the way]. Under the circumstances, if the other view were accepted, 




then the proper time thus laid dovra, would lapse ; and in this case it would 
be necessary to ImvQ recourse also to Indirect Indication [the terms ‘ Full- 
Moon Day or Moonless Day ’ having to be taken as indirectly indicating 
any day within the first ten days]. — Then again, if the sacrifice were per- 
formed on any other date (except the 16th and the 30th of the month, the 
Moonless Day and the Full-Moon Day), or within the first ten days, the 
man would find it impossible to get together all the accessories of the Sacrifice, 
and he would also be unable to secure the proper time or the requisite 
purUy [the first ten days from a birth being regarded as a period of 
‘ impurity ’]. — From all this, it follows that the Vavshvdwmi sacrifice should 
be performed after the lapse of ten days, either on the Full-Moon Day or on 
the Moonless Day. 


ADHrEAEA3srA (19): Subsidiary S<mrifices like the ' Sautrd- 
mcml^ should be performed at their own 
proper time, 

StJTRA (40). 

[PCbvapak^a] — -“Inasmuch as they aee connected with theie 

‘ PeIMABIES THE ‘ SUBSIDIAEIES ’ SHOULD BE PEEFOEMED AT 
THE TIME OF THE ' PbIMAEIES 
Bhdsya. 

In connection with the two texts — (a) ‘Having erected the Fire-altar, 
one should perform the Sautrdnuml sacrifice ’ (Taitti. Sam. 5. 6. 3. 4) ; and 
(6) ‘Having performed the Vdjcupeya sacrifice, one should perform the 
Brhaapatisava sacrifice — it has been decided (under Adhikarana 13) that 
in each case the two sacrifices are mentioned together for the purpose of 
showing that one is part of the other. The question that arises now is — 
Should the Sautrdmanl be performed immediately on the erection of the 
Fire-altar, as an extension of the same (erection) ? Or should it be performed 
at its own proper time ? — Similarly, should the Brhaspatiaava be performed 
immediately after, and as an extension of, the Vdjapeya ? Or at its own 
time ? 

The Purvapahaa view is as follows ; — “ The two sacrifices shoidd be 
performed at the time of their Primaries. — ^Why ? — Because the time for the 
‘ subsidiaries ’ is the same as that of their Primaries ; as a matter of fact, 
there is only one time for the Primaries and their Subsidiaries ; as is going 
to be explained under Su. 11. 2. 7 ; — so that, after having erected the Fire- 
altar, the man should not rest there, he should proceed with the performance 
of another sacrifice, named ‘ Savirdmam ’ ; — similarly, after having com- 
pleted the Vdjapeya, he should not rest content with that, he should perform 
the sacrifice named ' Bfhaspatisava\’* 

SUTRA (41). 

[SiDDHANTA] — As A MATTEE OF FACT, THE SACEIFICE IN QUESTION IS 

ENJOINED AS TO BE PEEFOBMED ON THE COMPLETION (OF THE 
OTHEE SACEIFICE) ; HENCE ON ACCOUNT OF THE GENEKAL 
INJUNCTION, IT SHOULD BE PEEFOEMED AT ITS OWN 
PEOPEE TIME. 

Bhdsya. 

The other sacrifice (Brhaapatisava or Scmi/rdmani) has been enjoined 
as to be performed on the * completion ’ of the Primary Sacrifice {Vdjapeya 
or Ereaion of the Fire-altar) ; — ^there is ‘ completion ’ of a sacrifice only when 
all its main subsidiaries have been petformed, ; not, as you thintr, when tlie 
details of the main sacrifice itself have been, performed. — Why so ? — ^Because 


830 


SKABABA-BHi^YA : 


the term expressing the Primary Sacrifice appears with the Instrumental 
Ending — ‘ Vdja^&pena i^fvd * — which means ‘ after having by means of the 
Vdjap&ya, carried on the operation leading up to the Result’ ; — and this 
• operation ’ is maderstood to consist in the Primary Sacrifice along with ite 
subsidiaries, not independently of ite subsidiaries. The Brhaspatisam. 
could have been performed as an extension of the Fcyopeya, if we iiad the 
text in the form * Vdjap&yam abhinirvartya where (by the presence of the 
Accusative Ending) the Vdjapeya would appear as the desired end. Such 
however is not the form of the text. Hence the text must mean ‘ after 
having performed all the subsidiguries of the Vdjapeya [one should perform 
the Brhaspatisatxi} ’.—Such being the case, the sacrifice in question {Brhaspodi- 
sava) should he taken as to be performed after the performance of the 
Vdjapeya has been finished, and the time of the Ve^apeya has passed away. 
[That is, even though it is ‘ part ’ of the Vdjapeya, its performance is to come 
after the with ah its component subsidiaries has been performed.] 

Under the circmnstence^, the BrhmpcOiaava falls under the same Injunction as 
the Jyotistoma which (being the Archetype of all Sonia sacrifices) lends the 
details of its procedure to the Brhaspoitisam ; whereby this latter must be 
performed at its own proper time (in accordance -with the details borrowed 
from the Jyotiatoma).— And similarly the Sauitrdmani would fall under the 
general injunction of t^e JDarsha-^Pimvimdsa (which is the Archetype of all 
Istis) and as such be performed at the time of the Darsha-BUrnamdsa. 

Says the Opponent^*' In the eaSe of the Vdjapeya, it may be that, 
on account of the Instrumental ending in the phrase ‘ VdjapeySna i^fvd\ 
the meaning is ‘ having completed the sacrifice ’ ; but this is not possible 
in the case of the Fire-altar, where the word being * Ohitvd ’ , the meaning 
would be ‘ having completed the Ohayana (Erection) ’ [and the Chayana 
would not come in as an instnunent, like the Vdjap^a ; and hence its com- 
pletion need not mean the perforroanoe of all its subsidiaries] 

Answer — ^That is not so i the words of the text’ are ‘ agnim chik)d ’ 
which means ‘ having embellished (consecrated) the Fire by means of the 
Ghayana-riie ’ ; now the term ‘ Agni * stands for the Fire ; and merely placing 
it upon the ground does not confer any benefit (sanctity) upon the Fire ; — 
if a sacrifice is performed in the Fire which has been placed upon the 
ground, then such a chayana (consisting of placing ttpon the ground and 
performing of the sacrifice) could be regarded as conferring a sanctity upon 
the Fire ; and hence the phrase- ‘ having completed the Agni ’ must mean 
after having performed the sacrifice in the Fire placed upon the ground ’ ; 
as, so long as no sacrifice has been performed, the Agni is not benefited by 
the Ghayana at all. That benefit (sanctity) conferred on the Agni whereby 
the Agni helps the Sacrificer does not consist in merely placing it an the 
ground. Hence in: tfaia ease also the ‘ eompletiing of the Agni ’ must mean 
‘ after having performed the sacrifice 


ihid 0/ Pdda iii of Adhydya IV. 
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PiDA IV. 


Adhikarana (1) : ‘ Gambling ’ and the like are ‘ subsidiary 
to the '‘Sacrifices^ included under 
‘ Edjasuya \ 

SUTRA (1). 

[PCkvapaksa] — “All the acts enjoined aee not-sdbsidiaby 
(Pbbvlaey), because the name oe the Context is 

EQUALLY AITUOABLB TO ALL”. 


(a) Anumati and the rest are a few sacrificial acts laid down — [(1) ‘ Offers 
a cake baked on eight pans to Anumati ’ ; (2) ‘ Offers a cake baked upon one 
pan, to Nirrii '* ; (3) ‘ Offers the cooked rice to Aditya ; (4) ‘ a cake baked upon 
eleven pans to Agni-'V (Taitti. Sam. 1. 8. 1. 1) ; — (6) certain animals 
are spoken of, Malhd, etc. [(1) ‘Sacrifices the pregnant Malhd. — i.e. she*goat 
with feats hanging by its neck — to Aditya ’ ; (2) ‘ the little she-goat — to 
Mantis ’ ; ‘ the Prasthavhi — ^i.e. the cow capable of carrying a load, — to the 
Ashvins"] (Taitti. Sana. 1. 8. 19. 1) ; — (c) again; certain Homa -offerings called 
‘ Ddroika-homas are prescribed in the texts ‘ Valmikavapdydm homafy ’ (‘ the 
Homa offered on the omentum of white-ants’) ; — (d) and certain other acts as 
— (1) ‘ Gambles with the cow capable of carrying a load ’ ; (2) ‘ Wins over the 
Bdjanya ’ ; (3) ‘ Recites the story of Shunafi^hepha ’ ; (4) ‘ Takes a bath — In 
close proximity to all these we have the text 'Rdjasuy^na svdrajyakamo yajeta' 
[‘ One desiring self -sovereignty should perform the Edjasuya sacrifice ’.] — ^Here 
then we find mentioned a sacrifice of the name of ‘ Edjaauya of which the 
actual form is not mentioned ; and it. is mentioned in close proximity to a 
number of * acts whose actual forms are mentioned from this it is gathered 
that the former, ‘ Edjasuya is a collective name for all the said acts 'taken 
together. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question — Does the word ‘ rdjamya ’ 
denote the whole group of acts spoken of, Anumati and the rest [and hence 
all these acts are equally ‘ primary ’] ? Or does it denote some and not 
others [and hence the former are ‘ primary ’ and the latter ‘ subsidiary ’] ? 


* The word ‘ ydgdndm ’ in the printed text should not be there ; it is not fouu' 
in MS, B. What are meant are all those acts that are mentioned in tlie text 
quoted ; some of these are not * ydga ’ ; if they were, the whole point of th 
Adhiharam would be lost. The Siddhdnta is that of ah the acts, those that ai 
of the form of ‘sacrifice’ are ‘primary’, the others are ‘subkdiary’; if all th 
acts were ‘ sacriQces ’, no such distinction would be possible. 
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On. this question; V the Punxtpaksa view is as follows; — “The word 
■ rajasuya ’ denotes all the acts spoken of. — ^Why ? — Because the name of the 
Context is equally applicable to all; i.e. the name of the ‘context belongs 
equally to the Rdjasuya and all the acts in question. It is called rdjasuya , 
because the ‘mid’ (Soma) ^ suyate^ (has its juice extracted); or because 
it is the mya'' (sacrifice) offered by the ^ rdjd' (King). ^Thus then, the 
‘ Context ’ being equally applicable to all the acts, and there being no grounds 
for making any distinction among them, the word ‘ rdjamya ’ should denote 
all these acts; and the result spoken of (‘ self -.sovereignty ’) would follow 
from that act (or group of acts) which is named ‘ Rdjasuya ’. — From this it 
follows that all the acts in question are ‘ primary acts 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiDDHANTA] — BBALIT y, THOSE THAT ARE NOT OE THE NATUEE OF 
‘ SACBIFIOE ’ SHOULD BE SUBSIDIAEY, BECAUSE THEY 
CAN BE DIFFERENTIATED. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘apt vd\ ‘in reality’, serves to set aside the Purvapak§a 
view. 

Of the acts in question, those that are not of the nature of ‘sacrifice’ 
should be regarded as subsidiary ; — e.g. the acts of Oamblmg and the rest. — 
When it is said that ‘ One should bring about self -sovereignty by means 
of the sacrifice named Rdjasvya ’, it is meant that self ‘Sovereignty is brotight 
about by the act of SacrificSi — ^not by what is not an act of sacrifice ; and 
QanMing and the rest are acts that are not sacrifices ; — consequently these 
acts that are mentioned should be regarded as subsidiary to those that are 
of the nature of ‘sacrifice’, which latter are what bring about the desired 
result. 




Adhikarana (2) : ‘ ’ is subsidiary to the ml/ke 

Rdjasuya sacrifice, 

S-OTRA (3). 

[Pubvapaksa] — “ That which is mentioned in the middle 

APPEBTAINS TO THAT ACT WHICH IS IN PROXIMITY TO IT 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Rdjasuya, in the course of the AbMsechm^a 
sacrifice, we find Gambling and certain other acts laid down in the texts — ‘ He 
gambles with the cow capable of carrying a load ’ and so forth [see texts 
quoted in connection with the preceding Adhikaranal. 

In regard to these acts, there arises the question — Are they subsidiary 
to the Ahhisechaniya (which is a part of the Rdjasuya) only ? Or to the 
entire Rdjasv/ya 1 

The Purvdpahsa view is that, — inasmuch as they have been mentioned 
in the middle, they should be subsidiary to that act tohicJi is in close prom- 
mUy to it ; — this would be in keeping with the fact that the acts have been 
spoken of in the immediate proximity of the AbMsechaniya 

SUTRA (4). 

[SiDDHANTA] — In reality, they should be EEGABDED as SUBSIDIARY 
TO ALL THE SACRIFICES (MAKING UP THE ‘ RAJAS'UYA ’), — BECAUSE 

THEY ARE ALL ENJOINED AS EQUALLY (IMPORTANT) ; THE 

‘ Context ’ also does not belong to the one act (of 
AbHISECHANIYA) ; they have been mentioned IN the 
middle for the purpose of indicating their 
connection (with all). 

BM§ya. 

The Gambling and other acts should be regarded as subsidiary to the 
Anmnabi and all the sacrifices enjoined in the texts. — ^Why ? — Because they 
are all enjoined as equally imvportant ; i.e, the Anumati and the other sacrifices 
are all equally enjoined, and they are alb fruitful and hence 'primary’. — 
The ‘ Context ’ also belongs to aU these, not to the Ahhisechaniya only. 
As a matter of fact, on the strength of ‘ Order the acts in question should 
be subsidiary to the Ahhisechaniya only, while on the strength of ‘ Context 
they should be subsidiary to all the sacrifices ; and ‘ Context’ is more autho- 
ritative than ‘Order’. Hence it follows that they cannot be regarded as 
subsidiary to the Ahhisechaniya only, — ^Kiey have been mentioned im the 
middle of (i.e. in close proximity to) the Ahhisechaniya,. because being 
performed there (i.e. in proximity, and along with) the AhMsechcmya, they 
would benefit all the sacrifices. ' . 


Adhikarana (3) : The ‘ 8awmya ’ and the rest are to he 
performed ai the time of the Upasads, 

StJTRA (6). 

[i^RVAPAK§A] — “ Thebe bbinq ho diefeeehcb in the Context, 

BOTH WOUIiD BE INCOMPATIBLE 

Bhdsya. 

In cotirse of the JRdjamya, the Upaaads are performed; in connection 
with these Upasads we read — ‘ Purastadupasad&m sammyena charanti, 
antard tipariafdd vaia^v&^ ’ [‘ Before the Upasads, they make 

the offering to Somai in between the Upasads they make the offering to 
Tyastf, and after the Upasads, they make the offering to ’] (Taitti. Bra. 

1 . 8 . 1 . 2 ). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are the Saumya and other 
bfierings part of the Upasads ? Or are they only to be performed at the 
time of the Upasads ? 

The Purvapaksa view, is that — “they are part of the Upasads; — ^why ? — 
because their connection with the Upasads is directly asserted by the texts 
quoted ; — ^while, if the texts were taken as laying down the time for ti» 
offerings, they wordd express this only by Indirect Indication. Hence we 
conclude that the offerings in question are part of the Upasads^ — Ol^ection : 
* The offerings qualified hy (made at) the time might be taken as part of the 
Upasads ; so that we could have both — the connection of the offerings with 
the Upasads, as weU as the injunction of time by means of the term purastdt 
{before) ; that is, the presence of the word “ Upasad ’ would denote the fact of 
the offerings being part of the Upasads, while the force of the term pwrastdt 
{before) would denote the fact that the offerings are to be made before (the 
Upasads) *. — ^The answer to this is that both timdd be incompatible ; i.e. in 
one and the same sentence, it is not possible for one word — ‘ upasaddm ’ — 
to quahfy the Savmya and other offerings (as part of the Upasads) and also 
to denote the point of tirqe ‘ before the Upasads ’ ; as, if this were done, there 
would be a syntactical split. — ^Prom this we conclude that the text cannot 
be taken as declaring the offerings as qualified by the time to be. part of the 
Upasads '' 

SUTRA (6). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^In BEArJTY, THE TEXT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS LAYING 
DOWN TIME ONLY ; BEOAUSE WE SEE NO DIFFEBBNOB, 

Bhasya. 

The phrase 'apivd* (‘in reahty’} indicates the rejection of the Parwa- 
palc^a view. 



ADHYIyA IV, PADA W, ADHIKAEAHA ( 3 ). 


Time onZy should be taken aa laid down by the text, — and it should 
not be taken as serving the purpose of laying down that the offcrmgs are 
part of the TJpasads. — 'Why we percewe no cUfferonce : i.e. we 

do not perceive any difference between the text in question and other texts 
which are admitted to be injunctions of time, — such texts, for instance, 
as ‘ they offer the Anuydgas after the offering to Agm-iticmit In the present 
case also the Saumya and other offerings are such as have been already enjoined 
(elsewhere), and so also the Upasads ; it is only their sequence that has not 
been enjoined elsewhere ; hence it is this seqtience alone that can. form the 
object of the injunction in question.— From this it follows that imne alone 
is laid down by the text in question. 




-’i- -.i k-. 
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AraiKABANA (4) : The ‘ Amana-horms ’ are subsidiary to 
the ^ Sdhgrahayani^ and the rest. 

SUTRA (7). 

Rob beasons albeady explained, the ^ fbuiteul ’ should be the 

‘ PEIMABY ’ OE THE OTHEB ("WHICH IS NOT EEUITEUL). 

Bhdsya. 

The text— r‘ Vaishvadevim sdngrahayanlm nirvapU gramalcdmah ’ [‘ Desir- 
ing to acquire a village, one should offer the Sdngrahdyanl sacrifice to the 
Viahvede^Jas ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 9. 3) ; — in connection with this sacrifice, 
we read of the Amana-homa offerings in the text ^ Amanamasiyamanmya 
devd iti tiara dhutirjtdwti ’ [‘ Repeating the mantra Arnanamaaydmanmya 
devahy he pours three libations into the Fire ’]. 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Are the Amana- 
homas equal, in primary character, to the Sangrahdyair^l f Or are they 
subsidiary to it t 

On this question, the Purvapalc^a view is as follows : — “ They are equally 
‘ primary ’ with the Sdngrahdyaffi sacrifice ; — ^why ? — ^because the grounds 
for being regarded as ‘ primary — ^which consist in the presence of the 
element of ‘ Sacrifi,ce ’, — are equally present in both [i.e. both are of the 
nature of ‘ Sacrifice ’]. — ‘ But the Amana-homas are not fruitful [they are 
not spoken of as bringing about any results ; and as such, they should be sub- 
sidiaries].’ — ^The answer to this is that the term ‘ grdmakamah ’ (' desiring 
to acquire a village occurring in the other sentence) may be construed 
with the Homas [so that they would be fruitful ]. — ^From all this it follows 
that the Homas in question are equally ‘ primary ’ with the Sdngrahdyanl 
sacrifice.” 

In answer to this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnia — For 
reasons already explained, the frwiftd should he the primary of the other. It is 
not true that the Homas in question are equally ‘ primary ’ with the Sacrifice. 
Because, as a matter of fact, the fruitful (which brings about a result) is always 
the ‘ primary ’ of what is not fruitful ; and in the case in question, the sacrifice 
is spoken of as bringing about a result ifhe acguisition of a village), while 
the Homas are not spoken of as bringing about any results. — “ We have 
already said that the term ‘ desiring to acquire a village ’ would be con- 
strued with the sentence laying dovm the Homas [so that these also would be 
fruitful ].^' — ^The answer to this is that no such construction — the Elliptical 
Extension of the term from one sentence to the other — ^is possible in the case 
in question, because there is intervention ; and it has been showm under 
Su. 2. 1. 49 that ‘There should be no Elliptical Extension where there is 
intervention of unconnected words *.> — “ What is it that intervenes here 
between the two texts (one laying down the Sdhgrahdyam and the other 
laying down the Amamt-homas) — ^The intervention is caused by the 
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Pm'ldhi-tnmtms — ‘ V grosyugrastvam dev^adJ^ugroham sagdtesu bh^mam 
pri^/cdi, SQ^didmm ligrasJicIieUa vasubMh’ (Taitti. Saih. L 6. 2. 1) (‘Thou 
art mighty among the divinities ; may I become very mighty among my 
Kinsmen, loved by my Kinsmen, and mighty in the possession of riches’). 
It is after these manf-ras that we have the text ‘With the mantra awana- 
mcisjya., etc. he pours three libations into the Fire ’ [wherein the Atnanadwmas 
are prescribed]. — From all this it follows that the Amana-hoynas are subsidiary 
to the Sanqi'cthanjanl sacrifice. 



Adhikabajja (5): The offeriTig of the ^Curd-cup’ is 
compulsory {essential). 

SUTEA (8). 




[PObvapak§a— A] — “The oeeebxng of the ‘Cited-cuf’ is a coetm- 

OENT ACTj BECAUSE OF THE DiBECT ASSERTION TO THAT EFFECT 

Bhdsya. 



[What is ‘ primary ’ is ‘ purusdrtha subserving the purposes of man, and 
what is ‘ subsidiary ’ is ‘ kratvariha,* subserving the purposes of a sacrifice. Similarly 
what is ‘ compulsory % ‘ essential ’ is ‘ krcUvariha ' and what is ‘ contingent ’ is 
‘ punt^tha % That is why the subject of ‘ compulsory ’ and ‘ contingent ’ acts 
has been introduced here.] 

In connection with the Jyoti^toma, we read — ‘ Yam vai kdnchit 
adhvaryushcka yajamdnashcha devaidm antaritah iasyd abrshch&a, yat prdjd- 
pcdyam dadhigraham grhndti shamayaiyemindm ’ [‘ If the Adhvai'yu and the 
Saorificer omit a deity, that Deity becomes angry ; if he offers the Curd-cup 
to Frajdpati, he pacifies that Deity’] (Taitti. Sarh. 3. 5. 9. 1). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is 'this offering of the 
‘ Curd-cup ’ compulsory (essential) ? Or contingent (non-essential) ? 

On this question, the first Purvapak§a (A) is as follows : — “ Th^ offering 
of the * Curd-mp ’ is a contingent act, because of the direct assertion to that 
effect', i.e. the offering is directly asserted as to be performed only when 
the contingency, in the shape of the ‘ omission of the Deity is present ; and 
certainly this omission cannot be compulsory or essential ; hence it follows 
that the offering is contingent” 


StJTRA (9). 

[PtiBVAPAHSA — B] — “ It should be regabded as cohpulsoey also ; 

BECAUSE OF THE PBBSENOB OF THE TEEM ‘ JYE^THA 

BMfya, 

“ It has been said that the offering is a contingervt act ; we accept that ; 
but it is compulsory also , — ^Why ? — Became of the presence of the term ‘ fyes ffia ’ . 
In the following text we find the term ‘^jyestha ’ (applied to the offering 
in question) — ‘ Jyesfiio va esa grahanam, yaayaisa grhyate fyaisthyameva 
gachchhati^ [‘ This Curd-cup is the foremost of the cups, he for whom this is 
offered becomes foremost’] (Taitti; $am. 3., 5. 9. 1); the term ' Jyestha' 
stands for the most important or €he foremost ;; in the present instance, it 
stands for the foremost, not the mod important. It is only when the offering 
is compulsory that it can be h6 pqlogifed (as ‘ the foremost’) ; for people 
do not eulogise what is fieetmgr-f-]From this it follows that the offering 
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is compulsory as well as contingent ; so that it may be offered even when the 
contingency (omission of the Deity) is not there, and also when, the contin- 
gency is there.” 

SCTRA (10). 

[POrvapaksa concluded}—'^ Also because it is spoken of as 

HAVING THE FORM OF AUL (DEITIES) 

Bhdsya. 

In the following text we find the ojfering spoken of as having the form of 
all deities — \Sarve8dm vet Uaddevdndm rupam yadesa grahah, yasyaisa grhyate 
sarvdi^yevainam pashundm rupunyupatisfJiante ' [‘This Cup represents the 
forms of all deities, he for whom this Cup is offered obtains all forms of 
Cattle’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 5. 9. 1). No other ‘form of deities’ can be per- 
ceptible to Its, except ‘" nityatva^ {eternality, which in the case of Action, 
consists in its being compulsory), — ^From this also it follows that the offering 
in compulsory as well as contingent 

SOTRA (11). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it should be regarded as compulsory ; 

[the TEXT SPEAKING OF THE OMISSION OF THE DeITY] SHOULD BE TAKEN 

AS A COMMENDATORY DECLABATKON ; BECAUSE THE TWO PERSONS 
SPOKEN OF IN CONNECTION WITH THE ACT, ABE NOT 
NECESSARILY CONNECTED WITH THE ‘ OMISSION AND 
ALSO BECAUSE THE ‘ OMISSION ’ IS AN 
INCONSTANT FACTOR. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been declared that the ojfering is compulsory as well as contingent ; 
— but in reality, it should be regarded as compulsory only, because of the' 
presence of the term ‘ foremost ’ and because of the offering being spoken 
as ‘ having the form of all deities ’. 

As for the argument that — “ it is foimd laid down as to be done only 
when the particular contingency, in the shape of the ‘ omission of the deity ’ , 
is present ”, — the answer is that the ‘ omission of a deity ’ is nowhere spoken 
of as the condition of the offering ; because the two persons— %h.Q Adhvaryu 
Priest and the Sacrificer — spoken of in connection widt the act, are not con- 
nected with the ‘ omission ’ ; that is to say, we do not find it asserted that 
‘ The Adhvaryu or the Sacrificer should omit a deity ’ ; in fact, the ‘ omission ’ 
is something inconstant. Nor again, have we any such words as ‘ The 
Curd-cup should be offered only when there is omission ’ j in fact, the ‘ offering 
of the Curd-cup ’ is to be done irrespecti^ly of all conditions. As for the' 
redressing of the wrong done by thOf pmissioB of the deity, which is spoken 
of in the text quoted, that could onlyj be. ia purpose that is served by the said 
offering ; in which case the offering beipg' compulsory and the prirpose served 


by it inconstant, it coxild not be right that a comp^dsory offering is made for 
the redressing of an ‘ omission ’ which is inconstant (uncertain) ; and henoe 
if the purpose served were inconstant, that would maiitate against the 
direct assertion of the compulsory (constant) character of the offering. — 
therefore, the text speaking of ‘the omission of the deity’ be taken as a 
conmaendatory declaration, there is no militating against the Direct Assertion ; 
because in that case, the Cup is not offered for the redr^ing of the wrong 
done by the ‘ omission ’ ; there is an entirely different purpose served by it, 
and the mention of the omission is only for the purpose of eulogising it ; the 
purpose served by the offering of the Gurd-aap is that it is a subsidiary to 
the Soma-sacrifice, 

This same conclusion is indicated by the fact that the 'omission* is 
something inconstant; so that it is the inconstant ‘omfesion* which is 
mentioned with a view to etiiogise the constant (compulsory offering). 

From all this it follows that the objection does not affect our position 
that the offering of the Curd-cup is a compulsory act. 


Adhikabana (B): The ^ Vaishvdnara^ smrifice is a 
contingent act 


SUTRA (12). 

[PCrvapak.^a] — •* The ' VaishvIhaba ’ should be begabded as 

' COMPULSOBY \ BECAUSE ITS NUMBER IS THE SAME AS THAT 
OF (other) OOMPULSOBY THINGS”. 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the Setting up of the Fire-altar, laid down in the text — ‘ Ya ewom- 
vidvan agrtim ddnutV [‘If one knowing this sets up the Fire-altar, etc.’] 
(Taitti. Sana. 5. o. 2. 1). In connection with this, we read — ‘ Yo vai sam- 
vcdsaramukhyamahhrtva agnim chimUe, yaikd samigarbho vipadyate tddrgeva 
tadartimdrchMt, vaishvdnarmn dvddashakapdlam purastdnnirmpet, sammt- 
saro vdgnirmishvdnaro yathd sammtsaramdptvd kale agate vijdydte evam^a 
sammtmmmdptvd kale agate agninchinute ndrtimrcJichMt Hi ; esa agnM^i' priyd 
tanuryai vaishvdnamh, priydmevdsya tanmnavamndhS ’ [‘ If one erects the 
Fire-altar without having kept the Fire in the hearth, he perishes just like 
a half -developed embryo ; a cake baked on twelve pans should first of all 
be offered to Vaishvanara ; the year itself is the Vaiahvdnara-Yive \ just as 
the embryo grows in a year and is born when the time arrives, so if one 
keeps the Fire in the hearth for one year and then erects the Fire-altar, 
when the proper time arrives, then, he does not perish ; this Vmshvdmara 
is the Fire’s beloved body; the sacrificer obtains a beloved body’] {Taitti. 
Sam. 5. 5.1. 7). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this V aiahvoLnara sacrifice 
compulsor-y ? Or contmgent ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Here also the Vaishvanara sacrifice 
is compulsory ; and the statement that ‘ the sin involved in not keeping the 
Fire in the hearth for a year is destroyed by the Vaishvanara ’ is purely 
commendatory. — ^Further, its number is the same as that of other com- 
pulsory things, — as in the text ‘ Trlnydam havlmsi bhavarai, traya itne lohdh 
esdm lokdyidindrohdya ’ Three are these offering-materials, three are these 
regions ; to climb up to these regions ’] ; — ^there is no similarity between the 
‘ offering -materials ’ and the ‘ regions ’ ; what the sentence means is that 
‘just as there are three eternal regions so are there the three offering- 
materials’, — in tliis way thB offering-materials being eulogised by being 
likened to the regions. — From all this it follows that the Vaishvanara sacrifice 
is compulsory. 
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SUTRA (13). 

[SiDDHInTA]— IH BIAULTY, IT SHOULD BE REGARDED AS COHTINOENT ; 

BECAUSE THE EVIL IS SPOKEN OF AS APPEARING ONLY AfTlR 
THE COimNGENOY HAS COME ABOUT. 

Bha4ya, 

It is only when the contingenci/t in the shape of not keeping the fire m 
the hearth, has come about that the evil (of perishing) appears ; until it has 
itself come about, it cannot be the cause of the evil. Hence in this case 
there is no such incompatibility as we found in the case of the ‘.Curd -cup ’ ; 
and consequently the passage cannot be taken as a commendatory declara- 
tion ; the act must be taken as contingent. 

It has been argued that “ the sameness of number with the regions is 
possible only if the sacrifice in question is a contingent act, not otherwise — ■ 
Our answer to this is that, by reason of there being three regions and the 
ofiering-materials resembling them in that respect, the passage will have to 
be taken as a commendatory declaration. 


x\dhikakana ( 7 ) : The sixth Altar is contmgent 
StJTRA (14). 

[POevapak?a continued] — “ The sixth Altar should be regarded 
AS compulsory and essential because it is preceded by 

OTHERS [which ARE ALL COMPULSORY AND ESSENTIAL] 

Bha§ya, 

There is the Setting up of tlie Fire-altar, laid down in the text — ‘ One who 
knowing thus sets iip the Fire-altar’ (TaittL Saih. 5. 5. 2. 1) ; in connection 
with this we read — ‘ Sarhvataaro vainam prrUisfhoycn nudatd, yo' g-muMim. 
na pi'aPit^sthoUi p/mcha purvashchitayo bhwoant/i, aiha 8mpiihdki1m,dwryuie ’ 
[‘ The year luges Irira to obtain social standing : if one, having set up the 
Fire-altar, does not obtain social standing, after the five altars have been 
set up, he should set up the sixth altar ’] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 4. 2. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the que.stion — ^Is it the Compulsory Fire 
that is spoken of here as 8i<c-aliared [so that all the six altars are compulsory 
and essential) ? Or, is the Fire set up in the one (sixth) Altar a Contingent 
one ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapaksa — The sixth 
altar is laid down in regard to the compulsory Fire ; and it .is in regard to 
this sixth altar, which also is compulsory, that we have the commendation 
to the effect that ‘ this Altar is so effective that through it, even one who does 
not deserve social standing attains that standing — ‘ But why is the sentence 
explained in this manner ? ’ — Because we find the term ‘ sixth ’ present ip. 
the text ; that which completes the number six is the ‘ sixth ’ ; hence the 
terra ‘ sixth ’ could not rightly be applied to the one altar only. Hence 
what is compulsory is the Fire set up on the six altars 

SUTEA (15). 

[PtJBVAPAK§A continued] — “ Also because it is enumerated in 
THE same manner AS THOSE (FIVE ALTARS) 

Bhdsya. 

“ As a matter of fact, we find that the sixth Altar has been enumerated in 
the same manner as the five preceding Altars, in the following text — ‘ lyam 
vdva prathamd chitih, o^adhayah puripam ; Antanksam vdva doHiya chiUh, 
vcvyamsi punsam ; Asau vdva iriiyd. (Mtih, naksairdni purlsam : Yajho vama 
chatuHhd chitih., daksmd pun^cm ; Yc^amdno vava panchaml cMUh, prajdh 
pwiaam • Sammtsaro vdva (laspii chitih', rtavah purtmtn ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 6. 
10. 3) [‘ This earth is the first AJtarj the herbs are the dung ; the sky verily 
is the second Altar, the bird^ gire the dung .it, this same is i>he third AUjOt, 
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tVifl stars are the dung ; the sacrifice is the fourth Altar, the sacrificial fee is 
the dung ; the sacrifieer is the fifth Altar, his offsprings are the dung ; the year 
is the sixth Altar, the seasons are the dung’j (Taitti. Sarh. 5. 0. 10. ii) ; 
as a rule, things that are simikir are always enumorat£)d as similar, as in the 
sentence — ‘TheDems, ^si8,and Oandharms were in one i.)Iaee, and the 
Raksas, and PisMcfuts were in another place’ (Taitti. Sam. 2, 4. L 1); — in 
the ease in question also we find the five altars enumerated as siniilar to 
the sixth Altar ; hence it follows that this sixth Altar should be sniiiiar to 
those five ; and it can be so similar to those only if it were sot up at thtit 
same sacrifice at which those five have been set up. — From this also it 
follows that the same Fire Is set up on the . six altars and hence the sixth also 
is compulsory.” 

SUTBA (16). 

[PGfBVAPAK^A continued] — “ Also because it is ohby thus that 

THE COJUMENDATORY DECLABATION BECOMES APPLICABLE, ”. 

BMsya. 

“ There is a comrhendatory declaration also,-—* chitayo bhavanti, 
§at punadiTd, tani dvddaaha sampadyantS, dvadasha masuh sammisara^^ 
samoatsara eva pratitisthati^ Th&ce are -six altars and six dungs; these 
together become twelve ; twelve months make the year ; the year itself be- 
comes stable ’] (Taitti. Saih. 5. 6. 10. 3) this declaration oould never be 
applicable if the Fire were set up on a single altar — ^From this also it follows 
that what is compulsory is the Fire set up on six altarsP 

SUTRA (17). 

[SiDDHINTA] — REALITY, THE FiBE SET UP OK ONE AlTAB SHOULB 
BE REGARDED AS * CONTINGENT ’ *, BECAUSE IT HAS BEEN LAID 
DOWN AS TO BE DONE AFTER THE COMPLETION (OF THE 
MAIN SACRIFICE), ON A CERTAIN CONTINGENCY 
ARISING. 



In reality, the Fire set up on one AUar should be regarded as ‘ contingent \ 
— -Why ? — Because it has been laid down as to he done after the completion 
of the main sacrifice-, on the contingency — of social standing not being attained 
— arising. So that this (sixth)' altar is laid down for one who ha,s not attained 
social standing, and a.s such, is c&rdmg 0 nb-; hence it can never be regarded 
as compulsory. ’ t ; I . 

, Then again, it has been laid down, as to be done after the completion of 
the sacrifice, and hence it^cahne^he done while the sacrifice is still going on. 
— “ The term used in the text is ^chitva- ‘ having set up the altar which 
shows that the sixth Altar is to be set up after the other five altars have been 
set up, and not after flte sacrifice has been completed — The answer to this is 
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that ilie term ‘ didfm, ’ does not stand for what is connoted by this term 
itself ; in fact it stands for what is expressed by the sentence ; so that what 
the phrase 'agnwn cJiAJm,', ‘haying set up the Plre on th<‘ altar’, means is 
‘ haying a<*c‘OinpUshed the purpose by the setting up of the Fire on the altar’ ; 
and as a matter of fact, the ‘purpo^’^of the setting up of the Fire-altar 
becnuies accomplished only when the sacrifice is completed, not otherwise. — 
Then again, the woixl ‘ sixth occun’mg after the mention of the five aitai's, 
can be taken only in relation to these five. That also is tla^ reason why we 
say that it is to be done affm- the coinpktfon of ilut Sacrifice . — Thus it is foxmd 
tliat on the Strength of the Vedic text, the Fire spoken of as ‘sixth’ is one 
that, has Ixeen set up on one altar only (and this is ‘ contingent ’). 

SOTRA (18). 

As BEGARDS THE SAMENESS OF THE MANNER OF ENUMERATION WITH 
THOSE (five altars), — THAT IS DUE TO INCOMPATIBILITY. 

Bhasya. 

This Supra supplies the answer to SuPras (15) and (16). 

(a) ‘ The sameness of the enumeration with those (five altars) ’ (which 
has been urged in Su. 15), as also (6) ‘ the commendatory declaration ’ (wMch 
has been urged in Su. 16), is quite explicable (under the SuMmUa view) ; 
‘(a) The meaning is that ‘ There are five altars set up first, and when the 
man does not attain social standing by means of these, then he sets up the 
sixth, with a view to attaining social standing — {b) The praising of the 
altars as ‘ twelve ’ can be explained as being in relation to the five altars 
along with the dungs. — ^That the two passages have to be so taken is due 
to the ‘ incompatibility ’, between the ’ one ’ (altar) and the mxmbers ‘ six ’ 
and * twelve ’. — As for the ‘ enumeration we find dissimilar things also 
enumerated together ; e.g. in the text ‘ Divinities, Men, and Pitrs — these 
were elsewhere’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 1. 1) — [where the tliree kinds of beings 
are entirely dissimilar]. 



Adhikaba:^a (8): The ^ Pir^pitryajna^ is not 
^ subsidiary^ to any Act. 

SUTRA (19). 

The PlTHrYAJSfA SHOULD NOT BE EEGAKDBD AS A ‘ SUBSIDIABY ACT 
BECAUSE IT HAS ITS OWN TIME. 

Bha§ya. 

Among saeriflees to be performed on the AmavSsya (Moonless) Day, 
we find the Pitryajna IsXS. down in the text — ‘ Am&vasyayam apardhne pir^da- 
f^YyoQnena charanti ’ [‘ On the Amavasya in the afternoon, they perform 
the PindctjpiX?^a/na ’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. 3. 10. 2). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this Pindapitryajna 
subsidiary to the Amavasya sacrifice ? Or is it not a subsidiary act at all ? 

The PUrvapaksa view is as follows : — “ It should be regarded as a 
subsidiary, because it is prescribed in close proximity to a fruitful action 
(and has no result mentioned in connection with itself), and also because of 
the commendatory passage speaking of ‘ niskraya ’ [i.e. the passage (Taitti. 
Sam. 1. 3. 10. 2), ‘ PUfhhya eva yad yajnam rd§hnya yaja/mdno divebhyah 
pratamets ^ ‘ Having first, by way of exchange, offered the sacrifice to the 
PUrs, the sacrificer proceeds to offer it to the deities ’ ; where it is clear that 
the sacrifice to the Pitrs is subsidiary to the sacrijice to the deities']. — The other 
party might argue thus — ‘ It is only when an unJruUftd action is spoken 
of in proximity to a fruitful one that the former is regarded as subadiary 
to the latter ; in the case in question however, the Pitryajna may be regarded 
as fruitful, as leading to Heaven ' (which is a result that may be assumed in 
connection with every act) [as explained under Su. 4. 3. 13].’ — ^The answer 
to this is that what has been urged is true, but in. the case in question, as 
the word speaking of the Pitryajna is syntactically connected with (in apposi- 
tion to the word) speaking of the Amavasya, there can be no justification for 
assuming any such result as Heaven. — Says the other party — ‘ The word 
speaking of Amamsya speaks of a day, a point of time, it could not be 
syntactically connected with (as being in apposition to) the word speaking 
of an act (the Pitryajna) — ^The answer to this is that the apposition to 
the term expressing the act could be secured by having recourse to Indirect 
Indication [i.e. by taking the term ‘ dmdvdsyd ‘ Moonless Day as indirectly 
indicating the Sacrifice of, that name', be. the Darsha sacrifice] ; on the other 
hand, in support of the assuming of Heaven (as a result of the Pitryajna), 
there is neither Indirect Indication, nor Direct Assertion. - Then again, 
there is the text — ‘ Yat pitrbhyah pttrvMyuh karoti, pitrbhya etat nificnya 
yajamdno devebhyah pratanvte ’ (Taitti. Bam. 1. 3. 10. 2 ; see above) ; w’here the 
Pitryajna is spoken of as a ‘ niskraya ’, an ‘ exchange in regard to the 
Amavasya Sacrifice. — ^From all this, it follows that it is ‘ subsidiary ’ to the 
Amdvdsyd {Darsha) Sacrifice.” 
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In answer to the above F&rmpakm, we have the following tSiddImnia — 
The Piiryajna should not be regarded as a subsidiary ad, because it has its 
own time ; that is the Pindapitryag^ should not be regarded as a subsidiary ; 
— why ? — because it has iis own time ; i.e. it is connected with the time 
directly expressed by the word {'■ am&vasyd ’), and not with an act of samHce, 
indirectly indicated by that word. For iastance, in the ease of the text 
' Darsha-Pun^mdsdbhydm isivd aomena yajeta* {Taitti. Sarh. 2. 5. ti. 1) 
[dealt with under Su. 4. 3. 37], — and in that of the text " Pumstdduyasaddm 
saumyena eharanti ’ (Taitti. Bra. 1. 8. 1. 2) [dealt w'ith under Su. 4. 4. 5-hj, — 
the word concerned has been taken in the sense of thne, which is what is 
directly expressed, and not in the sense of an act, which could be onlj" 
indirectly indicated ; exactly so should it be in the present case ; because 
Direct Expr^sion is always more authoritative than Indirect Indication. — 
It has been argued that, “ through Indirect Indication the term ‘ amdmsyd ’ 
may be taken as in apposition to the cLct (of Pitryagna) ” ; — but this is not 
possible ; — why ? — because I’ecourse to Indirect Indication can be accepted 
only in the case of words that contain a mere reference to wliat is already 
known, and not in that of words that contain an injunction of something not 
otherwise known ; — 'the sentence that we are dealing with is an Injunction ; 
— Whence it cannot be taken as expressing any connection betw'een the 
PUryajha and the act of Amdmsyd sacrifice ; in fact what it speaks of is 
two acts that are performed at the same time (day) ‘and which are entirely 
unconnected with one another. 

StJTRA (20). 

Also because, it is enumerated as being of equal 

IMPORTANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Pitryajna is found to be enumerated as being of 
equal importance with other ‘ primary ’ sacrifices ; e.g. in the text — ‘ Chatvdro 
vai mahdyajndh — agnihotram, darsha-purnamdsau, jyoii§tomah, pi^a~ 
pUrpajhah ’ [‘ There are four Major Sacrifices — Agnihotra, Darsha-Purrmridsa, 
Jyotistoma, and PindctpUyyajvkir '] ; — in this sentence the Pitryajfm has been 
spoken of as being of equal importance with the Major Sacrifices ; and in 
what sense could it be a ‘ major sacrifice ’ except in the sense that it brings 
about its own resists ? — ^Frora this it follows that it cannot be regarded as a 
‘ subsidiary ’. 

SUTRA (21). 

Also because we find it spoken of as to be performed at a time 

WHEN THE OI^E IS PROHIBITED. 

Bhdsya. 

For the following reason also' the Pitryajna is not a subsidiary^ — There is 
a text which indicates the performance of the Pitryajna at a time when the 
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Amavasyd is prohibited — ' Paur^fnasimem yajeta bkrfitrvyamn, iylmdrclt<yani , 
hatvd bhratrvyatn amavasyayd yajeta, pin^pitryajhenaiva amuvusiidifum 
pnnAti' [‘One who has enemies should perform the Paurmtmam su orifice, 
not the Amavasyd sacrifice,— the Atnavdsyd sacrifice is to be performed onl\' 
after the enemy has been killed,— on the Amavasyd day, one sjitisfies tlie deities 
by the Pm^apitryajna only {Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 4. 3).— This passage clearly 
shows that the Pindapitryajna can be performed oven when the Amdvdsyd 
sacrifice is not performed ; and this is possible only if it is not snbsidiar\- 
to the latter sacrifice.— From this also it follows that the Pindap'dryajha 
is not a subsidiary [and hence it is an act that .subserves the purpose; of 
Man, not of sacrifice]. 

Question — ^What is the use of all this discussion ? 

Answer — ^If the Purvapaksa view is correct, then — if the Fire-laying 
has been done on the Full-Moon Day, the Pin^pitpjajna should not be 
done on the next Moonless Day; — on the other hand, it should be done, if 
the Siddhdnia view is correct. — ^Another ptirpose served by the Adhikarana 
is as follows: — ^In connection with the Kunckipdyindmayana, it has been 
declared that ‘ for a month one should offer the Agnihotra ; for a month one 
should perform the Darsha-pur^mdsa sacrifices ’ ; — now if the Ptirvapakpa 
view is correct, it would be necessary to offer the PindapUryajHa also for 
a month ; — ^but not so, if the Siddkdnta view is correct. — ^They quote the 
following couplet also in this connection — ‘ If the Fire-laying is done on the 
Full-Moon Day, the PiTidapitiyajim shoixld be performed on the completion 
of the Dar8ha-aaoviG.ce ; but if the Pvtpfapitryajha is not a subsidiary, then 
it should not be performed on that occasion alone 



•Adhikabana (9) : The Rope is an accessory of the 
Sacrificial Post 

StJTEA (22). 

[PObyapak§a] — “The Rope should be kegarded as ah A<'CEssoRy 
OF THE Animal ; because it has been laid down as to be 

USED ON THE ADVENT OF THE ANIMAL”. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the JyotistoirM, we read — ‘ Ashvinam gmhmn 
gj'httvd trivftd yupam parivlydgneyam aammyam pashumiipdJcaroti ’ [‘ Having 
taken up the cup dedicated to the Aahvins, and after having engirded the 
sacrificial post with the threefold rope, he sacrifices the Savanlya animal 
dedicated to Agni ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — -Is the Rope an accessory 
of the Animal ,? Or of the Sacrificial Post ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows The Rope should be regarded as 
an accessory of the Animal ; — ^why ? — because it has been laid down as to be 
used on the advent of the anknal', i.e. it has been lajd down as to be used 
when the animal has been brought up ; the connection of the Rope with the 
animal is found asserted in the originative injunction, the sense of which is 
that ‘ he sacrifices the animal after having done the girding, not otherwise ’ . 
This is the sense provided by the Direct Signification of the text ; if it were 
taken as indicating the tin?.e, then that would involve recourse to Indirect 
Indication, — the girding indicating the time (of the Sacrifice).” 

SUTRA (23). 

In REALITY, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS AN ACCESSORY OF THE SACRmcIAL 

Post ; because it is an embellishment of that. 

Bhdsya, 

At the Jyotistoma, the embellishment of the Sacrificial Post is directly 
perceived ; inasmuch as the Rope, with which the Post is engirded, adds 
to the stability of the Post, — and the Post needs stability ; consequently 
the use of the Rope would serve the purpose of adding this stability to the 
Post. — ^Then again, the Accusative ending (in ‘ yupam ’ ) could be justified only 
if the Post were the predominant factor ; the Rope is spoken of by a word 
with the Instrumental ending, which shows that it is a subordinate factor ; 
— hence it must be an accessory of the Post. 

As regards the argument that— “ the Rope is laid down as to be used 
on the advent of the animal ”, — -it has got to be refuted ; and in answer to 
this we say that the fact that ‘ it is laid down as to be used on the advent 
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of the animal’ is deduced from Synitictical Connection, while the Accusative 
Ending is a Direct Assertion and is perceptible ; and these two circumstanoes 
—'Direct Assertion and Perception-— should set aside the indication of Syn- 
tactical Connection.— -As for having recourse to Indirect Jndicaium, it is 
reasonable that recourse be had to Indirect Indication only when there is 
no Direct Assertion. 

SUTEA (24). 

It IS IN THIS SENSE THAT THE COMMENDATORY DECLARATION 
BECOMES APPLICABLE. 


It is only when we take the Rope as an accassory of the Post that the 
following commendatory Mantra becomes applicable — ‘ Yuvd mvasdh parimta 
agdt, sa u shreyan bhavcUi j’dyamdnah, tarn dhlrdsah kavaya unnayanii, svddhyo 
manasd devayarOah ’ [‘ The yormg person finely clothed and engirded, came 
up ; when he is born, he becomes excellent ; the sedate and brave poets, with 
mTTirlR fixed on the Deities, raise him up ’] (Rgveda Sam. 3. 8. 4). — For this 
reason also, the Rope is an accessory of the Sacrificial Post. 

Question — What is the use of this Discussion*? 

Answer — In connection with the Agni sacrifices, w'e read that ‘ to one 
Post, eleven animals have to be tethered’ ; and it would be necessary to have a 
different Rope with each of the animals, if the Purvapakm view were right 
[and the Rope were an accessory of the Animal] j while according to the 
Siddhdnta, there should be only two Ropes. — ^In this connection they cite the 
following couplet — 

‘ If the Rope were an accessory of the Animal, — and several animals 
were to be tethered to the same,’— then it should be necessary to have a 
rope with each of the animals ; while if the Rope were an accessory of the 
Post, there should be only two ropes. 




Adbikahana ( 10 ) ; The ‘ Svam ’ is an accessory of the 
Animal. 

S0TRA (25). 

[P0EVAPAKSA continued ] — “The 'Svabtct’ also [shottld be begakdeb- 

AS AN AOOESSOBY OP THE PoST ; BBOAtTSE IT IS A PABT 

(op THE Post)].” . 

BMsya. ‘ 

At the Jyotiatoma sacrifice there is the animal dedicated to Agni-Somar 
which is an accessory of the Soma, as laid down in, the text — ‘ Yo diksUo 
yadagn^miyam pashumol^dfhcae^ [‘ The Initiated person who sacrifices the 
animal dedicated to Agm-d'oma ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 11. 6). — ^In connection with 
that, we read — ‘ Svanmd svadhUmd dta pashumanakti ’ [‘ Anoints the animal 
with the Svaru and with the SvadhUi ’]. — [The chip of wood that drops first 
when the Sacrificial Post is being hewn out, is used for certain purposes and 
is called ‘ Svaru — ‘ Svadhiti ’ is the aax,]. 

In regard to this, there arises the qu^tion — ^Is this Svaru an accessory 
of the Sacrificial Post ? Or of the Animal ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows: — “We say that the Svaru should 
be regarded as an accessory of the Post. — ^Why ? — Because it is a part of 
the Post ; that is the Svaru is a part of the Post, as we learn from the text — 
‘ Yupasya svarum karoti which means — ‘ one should make the Post equipped 
witSi the Svaru ’ ; it is thus that it becomes a regular Sacrificial Post ; the 
position of the Svaru- in. relation to the Post is just like that of the Chasdla 
[the ring which is fixed to the tqp of the post, like a bracelet].” 

SDTEA (26). 

[PuBVAPAK^A amcluded]~“ Tbdb text speaking op rr as ‘ bansom ' 

ALSO SHOWS THAT IT IS AN ACCESSOBY (OF THE PoST).” 

^ The deseription of ‘ ransom ’ shows that the Svaru is an accessorj'^ of 
the Post ; this deseription being as follows — ‘ Apashyan ha sma pura rsayo 
ye yupam prapayamti, saanhhajya sruvaadie fwanyanie yaghavaishasaya vd idam 
karma, iti te prastaram sru/vcmAsiraycmapcuhyan, yupasya svarum ayajhavaisha- 
saya * [‘ In ancient times those sages who pr^are the Post, when they broke 
the Snwa, thought that that act would bring harm to the sacrifice ; hence 
they found the Bundle of grass m the ransom (substitute) for the Sruva, 
and the Svaru as the ransom for the Post ; so that no harm would be done 
to the sacrifice ’] ; from this mentioa of the Svaru being a ‘ ransom ’ for the 
Post, it follows that it is an accessory of the Post. For this reason also the 
Svaru should be regarded as an acce^pry of the Post.” 
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StTTEA (27). 

[Siddhanta]— In eeauty, mE Syabtj should be begabded as an 

ACCESSOEY OF THE AnDOAL ; BEGATJSB IT SERVES A DSEFHL 
BDItPOSE. 

Bha^a. 

In reality, tHe 8vam should be regarded as an accessory of the Animal ; 
because it is the Animal that requires the Svaru for its anointment ; as 
the text says — ‘With the Svaru he should anoint the Animal’, and it is 
this anomting of the. Animal which is the motive behind the bringing in 
of the Svaru [i.e. it is for the purpose of anomting the animal that the 
Svaru is made]. Under the ciroumstanees, if the Svaru is taken as an 
accessory (subserving the purpo^) of the Animal, then the purpose served 
by it (i.e. the anointing of^ the Animal) becomes one that is directly per- 
ceptible ; if, on the other hand, it be taken as an accessory of the Post, then 
it would be necessary to assume an unseen purpose served by it. — ’From this 
it follows that the Svaru is an accessory of the Animal. 

SUTRA (28). 

As FOR THE MENTION OF ‘ RANSOM THAT COULD BE TAKEN IN A 
FIGURATIVE SENSE. 

Bhdsya. * 

“ What would be the basis for the figurative sense ? ” 

It has been declared.that the Post has to be thrown into the Fire ; if the 
Svaru is thrown in, it is the Post itself that is thrown in ; so that it becomes 
a sort of Ransom. By reason of the figurative description the pas-sage 
becomes commendatory of the Svaru. 

Question^ — ^What is the useful purpose served by this discussion ? 

Answer — ^When eleven animals are tethered to a single Post, then the 
anointing is to be done to only one animal, — according to the Purvapalc§a 
view; while according to the Siddhdntin, the anointing is to be done to all 
the animals. To this effect there is the following couplet also-— 

‘ If the Svaru is an accessory of the Post, then anointing should be 
done to only one animal, if there are several aniTnals tethered to a single 
Post [according to the Piirva^ahsin ^ ; on the other hand, all the animals have 
to be anointed (according to the SiddhSnta), if the Svaru is an accessory 
of the AnimaU.’ 



Adhikabana (11) : Acts like ’’ Aghdra\ PouriTig, are 
svbsidiaries. 

SOTRA (29). 

[PffBVAPAE:§A] — ‘^Au:* THE SACEIEIOES PBBFOE3M[ED IN COURSE OF THE 
toABSHA-POElSAMASA SHOULD BE REGARDED AS PRIMARY ACTS ; 

AS THEBE IS NO DISTINCTION.” 

BM§ya. 

There are the Daraha and Purnam&sa sacapifices, in connection with which 
we read of the samficesh— (A) — Agneya, Agmsomlya, Upamahuydja, Ain- 
dragna, and Satmayya; and (B) again, oi Aghdra and Afydbhdga, Praydjaa 
and Anuydjas, Pcanlsamydjos, Stmdataydjas and Sm^takrt, 

In regard to these there arises the question — Are all these sacrifices 
‘ primary ’ acts ? Or are some of them ‘ subsidiary ’ ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ All those asicrijices that are per- 
formed in course of the Darsha-Pun^mdsa should he regarded as primary acta ; 
because from the text ‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform sacrifices 
we leam that the result (Heaven) follows from sacrifices (in general), without 
distinction ; — that which brings about a result is a ‘ primary act ’ ; — and 
all the acts in question are sacrifices ; — hence it follows that they are aU 
‘ primary 

SUTRA (30). 

[SlDDHANTA] In REALITY, SOME OF THEM SHOULD BE REGARDED AS 

SUBSIDIARIES, — THOSE THAT HAVE BEEN EULOGISED AS 
SUBSIDIAKIBS. ThBBE SHOULD HAVE BEEN A COMMON 
EULOGY [IF THEY WERE ALL EQUALLY PEiMARY]. 

Bhdsya. 

In rmlity, some of them should he regarded as svbsidiaries ; — ^which 
are these *? — Aose that have heen eulogised as subsidiaries ; as in the following 
text — ‘ AMmxi vd elau yajhasya yat d^hdrau ; chaksusi vd etad yajhasya 
yaddjyabhd^u ’ {(Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 2. 1) — ‘ Yat praydfdnuydjdshcha ijyame 
varma vd etadyagfiasya knyate^ varma m yafamdnasya hhratrvyasydhhibhut- 
yoA ’ (TaittiL Sam. 2. 6. 1. 5) [* Hie Agharas are the two reins of the sacrifice ; 
the Ajyabhdgas axe the two eyas of the sacrifice ’ ; — ‘ When the Praydjaa 
and the Anuydjas are offered, they become the armour of the sacrifice, — 
verily an armomr for the sacrificer, leading to ttxe suppression of his enemy ’J. 
— ^Now the ‘ reins ’ are subsidiary to (accessories of) the chariot ; the ‘ eyes ’ 
are subsidiary to one having eyes ; the ‘ armour * is subsidiary to one wearing 
the armour. — A ammon eulogy would have been the right thing ; if those 
that have been eulogised were regarded as subsidiaries f then alone would the 
eulogy have some sense. Hence wp conclude that the sacrifices that have 
been eulogised as subsidiaries are actually subsidiaries. 
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SUTRA (31). 

We also MND OTHEE texts pointing to the same CX>NCLT7SI0N. 


It is only the Siddhdnta view which can be reconciled with such other 
texts as — (a) ‘ Praydje praydje hrsTydam jvhoti ' (Taittu Saih. 2. 3. 2. 3) ; 
and (6) ‘iVa cfut praydjdn yajati na chdnuydjdn yajaii'’ — [In (a) the offering 
of the krsiMla is laid down as to be done at each of the several Pmydjas ; 
such transference of details is possible in the case of subsidiary sacrifices, 
the Primary sacrifices not borrowing any details from another sacrifice. — 
Text (6) denies the sacrificial character of the Praydfas and Anuydjas ; 
this would he meaningless if these were Primary sacrifice^. 


SUTRA (32). 

[Objection (A)] — “The geoxjnd that has been put foewabd (in 
StJ. 30) IS applicable equally to ahl ; as the chaeactee 

IS PBESENT IN THE PeHOlEY SaCEEBTCBS (ALSO). 

BMsya. 

Objection — “ The ‘ eulogy ’ [that has been put forward (in Su. 30) as 
a ground for regarding a few of the sacrifices as ‘ subsidiary ’] is applicable 
equally to others also ; for instance, the Agneya and other sacrifices (which 
the Siddhdntin regards as Primary) have also been similarly eulogised — 
‘ Shiro vditadyajna-sya yaddgneyah, hrdayamupdmshuydgah, pdddixtgnl- 
^omiyah' \fTlhB Agneya is the head of the sacrifice; the Updmshuydga is 
the heart; the Agnlsomlya is the feet’]; — ^weU, here also the Head is ‘ sub- 
sidiary’ to one to whom the head belongs; the Heart is ‘subsidiary’ to 
one to whom the heart belongs ; and the feet are ‘ subsidiary ’ to one to 
whom the feet belong. — ^Thus we find that all the sacrifices under considera- 
tion have been eulogised as subsidiaries ; so that all should be regarded as 
subsidiaries, and there would be no Primary at all. And when there is 
no ‘Primary’ to what would any sacrifice be ‘ subsidiary ’ ?—^Por this 
reason, the few sacrifices that have been regarded (by the Siddhdntin) 
as ‘subsidiary’ are not to be so regarded.” 


SUTRA (33). 

[Objection (B)] — “Unless anything is definitely asseetbd, 

- ‘ OTHEE TEXTS ’ CAN HAVE NO BEAEING UPON THE CASE IN 
QUESTION ; SPECIALLY AS THEY SIEVE AN ENTIEELY 
DIFFBBENT PUEPOSE.” 


been urged (under Su* 3j,) tliat * there are other texts ’ ; but, 
these texts serve cm mtiitfdy different purpose, they do not 
'iddhdnta view ; the text |;hat has been quoted serves a piu-pose 
•ent from the la>’ing dowp, of the Praydja and other sacrifices 
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vrhich are already known (and as such do not require to be enjoined again). 
— ^Hence it behoves the Siddhantin to seek for other proofs in support of his 
view, — either in the fonn of another text or a reason. So long as such proof 
is not forthcoming, the view put forward must be regarded to be as illusory 
as the mirage. — As for the euhgy, that also cannot prove anjdhing, in the 
absence of (corroborative) reasons.” 

StJTRA (34). 

f Answer] — In reality, the two names Darsha ’ and ‘ PurnamIsa ’] 

ARE APPLIED SEPARATELY [tO TWO SEPARATE GROUPS OE SACRIFICES] ; 

BECAUSE OF OUR HEARING THEM SO USED AND OF THE DESIGNA- 
TION. The characteristio of the ‘ Primary ’ is that it 

SHOULD BRING ABOUT A DEFINTrE RESULT ; IF A SACRIFICE, 

NOT BRINGING ABOUT A RESULT, HAPPEN TO BE MEN- 
TIONED IN CLOSE PROXIMITY TO SUCH A ‘ PRIMARY 
THAT SACRIFIOE SHOULD BE REGARDED AS ‘ SUBSI- 
DIARY ^ TO THAT ^ Primary ^ ; because the 
SACRIFICE (PrayIJA, FOR INSTANCE) 

WEUOH MIGHT BE REGARDED AS THE 
CAUSE (of results) HAS NO 
RESULT SPOKEN OF IN CONNEC- 
TION WITH ITSELF ; NOR HAS 
IT BEEN DECLARED TO BE 
CONNECTED WITH ANY 
OTHER RESULTS. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘tu’ (‘in reality’) sets aside the Purvapahsa. 

It has been asserted that all the seCcrifices in question are equally 
* Primary ’.-—But that is not so ; only those sacrifices are ‘ Primary’ which 
are denoted by the term ‘ Darsha-Pur^amdsa ’. — ^Why so 1 - — ^Because of their 
connection with results ; that is to say, results are found spoken of as follow- 
ing from those sacrifices which fall xmder the name ‘ Darsha-Purmmdsa — 
in such texts as ‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the DarsJia-pumnmdsa 
sacrifices’ (Taitti. )Saih, 3. 5. 1. 4). — “Which are the sacrifices that fall 
under the name Darsha-Purnamdsa ? ” — ^They are those that are spoken of 
either by means of the term ‘ Paurnmndfn ’ or by the term ‘ Amdvasyd — 
and such are the Agniya (the Agnleomiya, the Upamshuydja, the Aindrdgna- 
yaga and the Sdnndyya-ydga). 

Objection — But we do not find any results spoken of as following 
from the sacrifices included under the name Amdvasyd 

Answer — Ths two names — ‘ PawmamaM ’ and ‘ Amdvasyd ' (or ‘ Darsha ’) 
are applicable separately to two separate groups of sacrifices ; the name 
'• Paurncmdsi'* is applied to the group consisting 'of the three sacrifices, — 
Agniya, Agnisormya, and Updmshuydja,-;—:md the name ‘Amdvasyd' to the- 
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other group consisting of the other sacrifices (i.e. the Aijneya. Aindragnu 
and Sawnayya). 

Qwesfitm—*' Why should this be so ? ” 

Anstmr — ^Because we actually heatr the two naraes. ‘ Paurnanvlid ' 
and ‘ Amammyd^'' so used; — and also beeaussi there is a designstiuu of the 
two as standing for two distinct sacrifices.— “ Where is this di’sigtmfion ? ” -- 
It is there in the use of the Dual number, in the term '.Danvba-pra-nanul-'^d- 
bhydm’, where the term ‘ darsha ’ is sivnonymous with the term ‘ anumlfuytl 
— “ How so ? ’’—That this is so is made clear in the following text Darsivi 
vd etayoh piirvah, Pumamma tttkirah ; tayomtha yat purnctmmtm pfinxmalrn - 
bhaie t<U ayathdpurmm prakriyate ; dmshapurymnidmimlrahhmndnuh 
sarasvatyai charum nirmpet. sarasmte dvndashakapiilam ; amd/iklsyit mra- 
avail, purnamasah samavun ; uhlidveian ynthdpunxvm kalpwyUix! arabhaH 
rddhyai, rdhnotyevdtho mithunatmya ’ B(?tween these two. the Darsha 
comes first, and the Purnamdaa after it ; hence if one begins with the 
Purrmmdaa, he starts in the wrong order; when heginiiinc tbo Dwaha- 
Purriarnma, one shoxxld offer cooked rice to SaraAvcdl and the mkc haked on 
twelve pans to Sarasvdn ; Amavdayd is Sarasvati, and Purnamnna is Sarasixm ; 
if one performs these in the right order for the sake of obtajjxing f>rospxirity, 
he prospers and acquires harmony with his wife ’] fTaitti. Saiii. ti. H. 1.4^. 
Here we find the same sacrifice spoken of in the. Ixeginninc as ‘ Darsfia ' 
[Read ‘prakrtya* as in manuscript ‘ A’] and later on as ■■ Aynd/vdsyd. \ whirl ! 
shows that the two are names of the same sacrifice. Inasmxieh as the Moon 
is not seen on the Amavdayd, the day can be spoken of fis ‘ Dftreha \ 
figuratively (by contrary signification, ‘ daraha ’ meaning the seen) ; jxist as 
a man who has no eyes is spoken of as ‘ having excellent eyes {-no &yes) 
being indicated figuratively by ‘ eyes.’ 

Thus from this ‘ designation % and from ‘ our hearing them ' so used 
among people, we conclude tliat the two names {Darsha an<I Am&vdsyd) 
stand for the same sacrifice. 

Then again, tAe ehavacteriatic of the ‘ Primary ’ acwrifics is that it should 
brii^ abcait a defimte result ; and any other ^«erifiee, that mav be fenmd 
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fas the proeetiura would no longer be supplied by the Prayaja, etc.]; — (3) 
it would also be necessary fe> assume a complete procedure for the 
Praydja't and the other sacrifices [which, ^-hypothesis being all independent 
‘ primary ’ sacrifices, could not borrow the details from the Darslia-Purnamdsa 
as theii' Primary] ; — and (4) lastly, the procedure that we understand as pointed 
nut by tlie texts (according to the Siddhanta) would have to be abandoned. 

From ail this it follows that the Prayaja and the rest are subsidiaries. 

Then again, the sacrifices which might be regarded as the cause (of an 
independent re.sult, and hence primary) are " bhagi \ — ^i.e. we do not find 
mentioned any connection between these sacrifices and any results (other 
tiian those spoken of as following from the Darsha-Pun^aindsa). 

From all this we conclude that the Aqhdra and other sacrifices are not 
equally ‘ primary they are siAsidiwry acts. 

StiTBA (35). 

Acobssoby details are always enjoined Esr connection with 

CERTAIN names; THESE COULD NOT BE APPLICABLE IF ALL 
EQUALLY WERE STJBSIDIABIES. . 

Bha^ya. 

Particular accessory details are enjoined in connection with particular 
names ; e.g. in the text — ‘ He should touch the cake at the Pauip.amadi with the 
Chaturhotr-mantra, and at the Arriavd»yd, wl%laidae Pahchahotr-rnaritra ’ [where 
the two mantras arc laid down in connection with the two names ‘ Paurpamddi ’ 
and Amdrusyfi ’].—£( all the sacrifices in question were ‘primaries’, then 
there could lie no such division among the sacrifices as that ‘In this group 
of sacrifices (constituting the Paurnanidsl sacrifice), the mantra to be used 
should be tlie Chaiurhotr, and in that other group (constituting the 
Amdvdsyd sacrifice) it should be the Pahchdhotr' [as each sacrifice would 
be distinct and independent, and there would be no groups at all] ; and in 
the absence ot sueli a division, the said Injunction would be meaningless. — 
And yet we have such an injunction. — ^Honce it follows that our view is the 
right one. — Ptu-ther, it is only under our view that the eulogy of Aghara, 
etc. as ‘ subsidiaries ’ becomes intelligible. 

SUTEA (36). 

[Objection]— “ The Vedio Assertion that has been cited as the 

REASON [for RBCtARDINO THE AoHARA, ETC. AS SUBSIDIARIES] IS 

EQUALLY APPLICABLE [TO THE AgnEYA AND OTHER PRIMARIES] ; 

THE RELATIONSHIP THEREFORE OF ‘ WHOLE AND PART ’ 

(‘ Primary and Subsidiary ’) should be taken as 

IN REFERENCE TO TOTALLY DIFFERENT SACRIFICES 
[APART FROM ALL THOSE UNDER 

consideration]. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued by the . Pwvapaksin that — “ the Agniya and the 
rest (w'hich the Siddhantin regards as ‘primary’) also have been eulogised 





AT> TrrK-AT? .A-NrA (12) : The Dlksaniyd (Initiatory) Sacrifice 
and the rest are mihsidiary to the Jyotispma. 

SUTRA (39), 

|TtrBVAPAK§A}-“‘‘ In the Jyotistoma, all are equal, as the ground 

(OE BEING REGARDED AS ‘ PRIMARY ’) IS EQUALLY APPLICABLE 
TO ALL.” 

BMsya. 

There is the Jyotistoma sacrifice laid down in the text — ‘ Jyotistomma 
svargakdmo yaj^’ [‘I>eririDg Heaven, one should perform the Jyotistoma 
sacrifice ’]. In course of this sacrifice, Lihsanlya and some other sacrifices 
are performed, — as also the Soma-mcrifice on the Extraction-day. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Is every one of these 
sacrifices a ‘ primary ’ ? — or only the Soma-sacriflce ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows : — In the Jyotistoma, all the sacrifices 
sImvM he regarded as eqwjl ; — why ? — became the ground is equally applicable 
to all. That is to say, the Result is mentioned as following from the sacrifice, 
— aU the acts in question are sacrifices (and hence leading to results) 

— and what leads to results is a ‘pritnary’. — ^Hence in the Jyotistoma all 
the sacrifices are ‘ primary 

SUTRA (40). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^INASMUCH AS THE DECLARATION OF THE GROUND (OF 
‘ PRIMARY * CHA3RACTER) IS DEPENDENT UPON THE CONNECTION 
OF ACCESSORY DETAILS WITH THE OKtGINA'nVB INJUNCTION, 

THE SqMA-SAORIFICE SHOULD BE REGARDED 

AS THE ‘ Primary 
Bkdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the eesmeeition of* acee^K)ry details is determined 
by the wiginative InJ unction. — “Of which accessory details?” — Such 
accessory details as the musical mod-es {stomas) called ‘ Luminaries ’ 
CJyotis’}. — “Which is the ca'igiimtivB Injiinction which determines the 
connection these accessories T ” — By the injunctive sentence ‘ JyoUstomena 
svargakdmo yajeta ’ [‘ Desiring Heaveai, one should perform the JyoHspoma 
sacrifice (Taitti. Bra. 1- 5. 11. 2); — what, is spoken of is Heaven as 
following from the Jyotistoma sacrifice, not from any and every sacrifice ; 
and the only sacrifice where the mu^al mfides {stomas) are luminaries 
( ‘ Jyotia \ in the sense that they ilhrnihne the ©atire sacrifice) is the JyoUstoma. 
— “And which sacrifice (from among those comprising the JyoUstoma) 
has mimcal modes that are ‘ lummaries^ ? It is the Soma-ydga, we reply. 
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On this point there is the following declaration — ‘ Katamani va etdni jyotmi&i 
ye Ue tmya stomafy — trivfi, pctfidfmdashcmiptadashaikatntmh etdni vd 
jyotlThai, tdnyetasya stomdh^ — [‘Which are the Luminaries that are its musioal 
modes ? — -They are ireble, fifteenfold, aeventeenfold and iiventy -onefold ; 
these aje the Ik^winanes.th^ its »m<»jecdWK>dc5’] {Taitti. Bra. I. o. 11. 3),— 
SVom this it is clear that the musical modes are the accessories of the Soma- 
ydga, because they have been mentioned together in the following text^ — 
‘^Qraham vd grhUvd chamasam vd unniya stotramupdharoti^ [‘Taking up the 
cup, or holding up the ladle, he sings the hymn ’] ; it is this singing of the 
hymn where the ‘ Trpble ’ and other Musical Modes come in. — “ How so ? ” 

■ — ^Because of such exertions as * TrivH vaMspavmndnam ’ [‘ The Vahispava- 
mdna Hymn is Treble’], ^ Pafichadaaha dfydnV [‘The Ajya hymns are 
fifteenfold’]; [where the names ‘Treble’ and ‘ Pifteenfold ’ are applied 
to the hymns that are sung]. ' 

Thus then, it follows that the sacrifice having the ‘ Treble ’ and other 
musical modes is the Soma-saarijice, and this is the Jyotistoma; — that 
sacrifice which is Jyofistoma , — ^from that follows the result ; — and that 
sacrifice from which follows the result is the ‘ Primary 

“ How are the Treble and other Musical Modes ‘ Lrtminaries ’ ? ” 

They may be Luminaries, or not ; all that is meant is that they are ' 
spoken of as ‘ Luminaries ’ (JyoUmsi) ; and merely by being spoken of by 
means of a word, a thing becomes that which is denoted by that 'word ; 
specially in cases of indirect (figurative) expre^ons. — Then again, they 
derive the term ^jyotis' from the root "dyia\ or from the root ‘(Mp\ or 
from bhe root ‘jyut ’ — all meaning ‘ to shine ’ ; and hence the term is applied 
to the Hymn in the sense either that this is illumined by the word, or that 
they iUumine. 

Prom all this it follows that it is the Soma-sacrifice, which is Jyoti?loma, 
and is the * primary and the Diksamyd and other sacrifices are ‘ subsi- 
diaries ’. 

SUTRA (41). 

Thebe is a text also poiNTiNra to the same coECLtrsioN, 

Bhd^ya. 

We also find such texts as ‘ Shiro vd etad yafnasya yad diksamyd ’ 
[‘ The Diksaniya is the head of the sacrifice ’], — ^which are indicative of the 
same conclusion ; — and the following shows that the Diksamyd and the rest 
are accessories in the modification of the Jyotistoma — ‘ Chaturvimshati- 
mdnam hirnnyam diksamydydm dadyat, prdyaniydydm dve chaturvimshati- 
mdne' [‘At the Diksam/yd one diould give a piece of gold tioenty-four in 
weight ; and at the Prdyamyd, a pief^ twice-ttoenty-four in w’^eight ’], — all 
which goes to show that the Diksaniya and the other sacrifices are not 
regarded as of equal standing, — ^From this also it follows that the Sorm- 
aacrifice is the ‘ primary ’. 


ADHYlYA V. 

ORDER OE SEQTJENCE, 

-PSDA 1. 

ADHiKARAisrA (1) (A) : Direct Assertion is the strongest 
avihority in the determining of the Order of Sequeme. 

StiTRA (1). 

The Obdbb oe Sequence should be determined on the basis of 
Deeect Assertion ; as this is the sole AUTHOKiTy (fob 
Vedio subjects). 

BMsya. 

[Tlie Discourses II-IV having dealt with wJwt is to be done, the pr^ent Discourse 
is going to deal with the Order in which it is to be done.] 

Under Discourse IV has been jfinished the treatment of the subject 
of what is the ‘motive’, and not the motive, behind certain actions; all 
this should be borne in mind (not forgotten). We now proceed to deal 
with the subject of ‘ Order of Sequence’ ; and as is going to be explained, 
this ‘ Order ’ is determined by (1) ‘ Direct Assertion', (2) ‘ Ej^ciency ’ (utility), 
(3) Verbal Tez^', (4) ‘ Commencemeni' or * Tendency (5) ^ Place' (in 
Text), and (6) the ^Principal ' and among tliese means of determination — 
Direct Assertion and the rest — ^there is comparative strength and weakness. 

First of all we are going to consider the order as determined by ‘ Direct 
Assertion ’ : — ^The question that arises is — should the things laid down be 
done in the order in which they have been direcdy asserted ? Or in any order, 
without restriofcioaa. ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ as the performer is one, and the things 
to be done are several, there must be some sort of order in vrhich they are 
to .done, and for the sake of convenience and expeditions performance. 
the» should be no restrietioa (regarding any particular order) ”. 

In answer to this we have tMe Miowing SiddSiAntOr—The Order of Sequence 
should be determined on die basis Direct Assertion^ cis this is the sole authority. 
‘ Shrudi ’ Direct Assertion ’) eon^sts in the reading of the words of the 
Text j and that Order of Seqaenoe which is determined by such ‘ reading ' 
is the right one ; because in al Vodic smatters, Shrutl Ls the sole authority ; 
in such matters tiliere is no other authority (means of knowledge) — as has 
been explained \inder Su. 1. 1. 2L 

“.What is the example of Order* determined by Direct Assertion ? ” 

We have an example of this in the order in winch the Initiations are 
performed at the Satra {Sacrificial 4essidn]. Having declared that ‘those 
same xDersons who are the Drieste aJso the Sacrificers the Shrutl 
goes to lay down the order in whi(?|i,rthL^e sacrificers are to be initiated, in 
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the following text — The Ad^varyu, having initiated the Master of the House, 
initiates the Brahman Priest, then the Udga^ Priest, then the Ho(r Priest ; 
then th& Pratiprasihdlr initiates the Adhvaryut and theii the * Halfer-Frirsts \ 
— ^viz. : the BraJima^di.dh}tamsin Pri^t, who is the assistant of the Brahman 
Priest, — ^then the Frastotf' who is the fi«istant of the Udgdir, — then the 
Maitrdvamna, who is the assistant of the Hoir : — then the Nestr, having 
initiated the PratiprastJiMr, initiates the ‘ Tkirder-Priests ’ — viz. : the Agnidhra 
the assistant of the Brahman, the Prca^toHr the assistant of the Udgdtr, 
the Adhchhdvdka the assistant of the Hotf then the Unneir, having ini- 
tiated the Nea fr, initiates the ‘ Quarterer-Pti^is — viz. : the Potr the assistant 
of the Brahman, the Suhrdhmanya the assistant of the Udgdtr, the OrdvoMitt 
the assistant of the Hoir ; — ^then some other Brdhmand, or Religious Student 
sent hyhis Teacher, initiates the UnnetrP 

According to the PurvapaJksa, there should be no restriction at all 
regarding the order in which these Initiations are to be performed ; while 
according to the SiddhaniOi they must he performed exactly in the order 
laid down in the Vedic text Just 1|tK>ted. 

Says the Opponent—-^' It is not right to put forward Direct Aasertion 
in the present connection ”, 

Answer — ^Is Direct Assertion not correct ? 

Opponent — “We do not say it ia not eorreet”. 

Ansioer — Then it must be right. 

Opponent — “We do not say that the order pointed out by Direct 
Assertion is not right ; what we mean is that it is not right to repeat what 
has already been explained before 

Answer — ^If it is correct, then its mention, however frequent, must be 
right ; but of the incorrect, even a single mention is wrong. 

Opponent — “ When something has been already explained once, there is 
no useful purpose served by its being asserted again ”. 

Answer — ^It has been already explained that if the frequent repetition 
reduces the chance of the matter being forgotten, it serves a useful pmpose. 

■ It might be argued that — “ this reducing the cliance of a matter being 
forgotten might well be done by the author of the commentary ( VrtH,) on the 
Sutra — Our answer is that there is no difference between the author 
of the Sutra and the author of the Vrtti on this point. 


Adhik ARANA (1) (B) : Tile Vedic Injunction is the sole 
autlmrity in such matters. 

(B) Or the subject-matter, of thfe Adhihararm embodied in the Siitra 
may be totally different from what has been explained under (A) ; — (a) the 
Quastion, (6) the Discussion, and 'the Conclusion, all being different, — 
That is, (a) the question iS' — ^Is Order to be determined by the Veda ? or 
by ‘some other means the DisMtssion is as'follows— -Sense-pergeption 
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and the other means of knowledge are the means of what is to be knoim (not 
of what IS to he done), hence Order cannot be determined by means of these • 
and inasmuch as it is beyond the reach of the sense-organs, it has to be 
determined with the help of the Vedic Injnnctiom~(c) The Conclusion is 
that it can be determined only by the Vedic Injunction.— The validity of 
toe cognition derived from Veda having been already established (under 
Discourse I), what is sought to be determined now is the correctness of the 
Order of Sequence in actual practice. 


Adhikabana (1) (C) : The Order of Sequence is actually 
enjoined hy the Veda. 

(C) Or, the Adkikamim may be represented as containing an investiga- 
tion into what is done by toe ShnUi (Veda)-The question is-Does toe 
\ eda enjoin the acts to be done ? Or does it enjoin the Order of Sequence ? 
—The Punapakm is as follows ” As it cannot be right for any sentence 
to enjoin several things, the injunction should be taken as laying down acts • 
and as regards the Order, it should be taken as a mere reiteration (or 
refcrenctd ; just us in the case of the sentences laying down the offering of 
c-ake-sliees ; and the reason for this is that while acts are enjoined by Direct 
AssertAoo. ihe Order is only indicated by Syntacticcd Connection ; for this reason 
the Order cannot be taken as what is enjoined , 

Obieetion to tho Purvapaksa—^ As a matter of fact, in the case of the 
sentences speaking of the offering of cake-slices, the Order is actually enjoined 
” Ti'ue.^it is enjoined, but only by ‘ the order of the Verbal Texts ’ not 
by ‘ Direct Assertion ’ 

But in tile case of the sentence “ Those same persons that are the priests 
are also the sacntioers % the Initiation having been already laid down 
elsewlierc the sentence can only enjoin, by Direct Assertion, the Order 
m which that Initiation is to take place.— This is the Siddhamta view • and 
m tins view, as thus explained, there is no needless repetition at all ’ 


Adhikarana ( 2 ) ; In some cases the Order of Sequeiice 
determined hy efficiency^ {' utility'). 

StiTRA (2). 

Order op Sequence is also determined on the ijasis of 
‘ Efficiency ’ (use). 


Question— Ts it the universal niio— thiit in every ease, the Onler <,f 
Sequence is determined on the basis of Direct Assertion ? 

In answer to this question, the Pt/rmjoafow view is that “it is so- it h-^vitu' 

been already declared (under Su. 1. 1. 2) that ‘ Dhanaa is timi’ uhh-h is 
indicated hy the Veda as conducive to the liighest gofxi 

On tto point, th« SiddMraa k as foUows;— The Order o£ Soquenro i, 
•enjom^ (dotted) also by ‘ arrta A, a matter 

of fast, the Order of Seiuence is only an a,triliar.v-(a subordinate factor) 
of ^s: and when one thing helps in the aceompliahmont of another 
*e former ts regard as an ‘ auxiliary ■ of the latter ; but when, between am- 
two thmp It so happens that on the adoption (introduction) of one. th',, 
otta fails te be aooomplished, then the former is not an • auxiUarv • ol he 
la^ ; so that in this latter ease, even in the absence of the one, there is no 
deficiency m the othar.-Snch being the ease, wherever the olr of 
^nente is dismay perceived to be an aniiliary, tt should be taken 
te be detarmi^ by the ‘ effiiienoy ’«•!»• (of the things ooncerned). 

• r ^ textr~(a) ^Jaie varam dad^i, — (6) jdtamah- 

when the son IS bom, he should take Hmiip with both hands- 

(a) whan tte ten la bom. he should breathe life into him •].— Xow here ihe 
uttoy (rf the three aete laid down) indicates that the ‘ breatliiiie in of 
We shouM coma first, that the • teking up in both hands •, and ttal 

of^ ^ The abamkmmg (of the Pranlta) is spoken 

of first, aad l*m its uamg; whereas in actual practice the • * u 

~-KC) The YOjya and the An^ h“wt^b^aid doum 

mthereverteordw; maetaal practice that order is to bo revwied- theordi-rof 

^ Verbal is not accepted here, beeause the 

the purpose of mdicating the Deitv and serve 

ofSerings [and as soeh this latter, though laid down flrst.rto“te^ Wtelte 

Anuvakya ; as untfi the Deity is known, no oflering can be 
injunction one should offer the Agnikotra ’ comes^fimf 

BirteL, and the 1 D^itvl "Zl 

in the reverse cider ; in actual practioe this order has to be reve^ 



Adhikarana (3): In some cases there is no restriction as 
to the Order of Sequence. 

SiJTRA (3). 

In other cases, there is no restriction. 







Adj^kara'N'a (4): "'Order of Seqimme'' de.UirmitieA by^ 
' Verbal Text"" : ^ Pdthakrmmmydya 


SUTEA (4). 


At any one SAORIFIOE, the acts SHOIFLI) UE I'EKFOItMKL. 
DEFINITE OeDER OF SEQUENCE; SUCH BEINFi THE XATL-RE 
OF ACTIONS. 
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StJTRA (5). 

If it be urged that — “ m that case, it woulb be somethihq hot 
expressed’ by the words op the VeBA, — ^IT COULD BE 

REC4ABDED AS SO EXPRESSED ONLY IP THE SENTENCE 
WERE THE ‘ EXPRESSIVE WORD ’ — [then 

the answer is as given in the 
following 

Ehasya. 

The Opponent may argue as follows — “ If the order were to be understood 
in the way explained above, then U vxrvdd he something not expressed hy the 
words of the Feda ; — ^why ?— because the meaning of a sentence is understood 
after the meanings of the component words have been understood ; — ^and 
words express only things denoted by themselves, not any Order of Sequence*— 
In fact the order might be regarded as ‘ expressed by words ’ only if the 
hearing of the composite whole (in the form of the sentence) consisting of the 
words were the denoter of the meaning (of the sentence as a whole) ; as 
a matter of fact, however, no such composite whole is the denoter of things, 
as has been explained under Su. 1. 1. 25. Thus then [the sentence as a 
whole not being expressive of anything beyond what is expressed by the 
words, and] there being no word expressive of the Order of Sequence, it follows 
that the notion of such order (derived from the words of the text) must be 
regarded as illusory'. — [There would be ,a further advantage in the ignoring 
of this Order of Sequence.] It would be possible to perform the same act 
(the offering of Samid, for instance) several times, and thvis help the 
accumulation 'Of the Unseen Force resulting from that auet | otherwise (if the 
acts were to Ibe performed in the order mentioned, the whole set of acts 
would interveoae between the first and the second performance of the first 
act, and therdby) the Unseen Foroe resulting from the. two performances 
wouM be sepaasated [and there wouM be n© accumulation of the Force]. — 
Then again, the fact that no Order of Sequence can be indicated by the order 
of the verbal texts is shown by the followioig text — ^ Hrdayasagre’vadyati,, 
aiha jikvdyah, atha txtkmaah ’ [‘ First of aU, he cuts the slice out of the heart, 
— then out of the tongue, — then out of the chest ’] ; — ^now if the order of the 
verbal texts could detOTmine the ordc&r of the acts spoken of, then it would 
not be necessary to expressly prescafbo.the order as it is done in this text 
{first one thing, then another, then the third) j as the required order would 
already be indicated by the order in , w¥oh the words expressing the aet.=i 
occur in the text.” ..tv, , ; 


S0TRA (6). 

£A2<rSWEB]~lN REGAED TO AST ONE SACRISICE, THEBE WOL'LB BE AN 
INEERENCE (OF THE OrDBE OF SEQUENCE) BASED UPON THE NEEDS 

OF THE SITUATION ; AS THE VBDA IS MEANT TO SERVE OTHER 
PURPOSES (THAN THE EXPRESSING OF THE MERE MEANINC. 

OF ITS words), it is RELATED TO EVERYONE OF THE 
PURPOSES THAT IS SERVED BY IT ; HENCE THE 

‘ Order of Sequence ’ shouu) be regarded 
AS indicated by the words of the 
Veda ttself. 

Bha§ya. 

In any one sacrifice, as tibe doer of the act is one, and the things to be 
done several, some order of sequence would have to be adopted in t he per- 
formance : so that this particular order of sequence would l)e adopted throtiph 
Inference (based upon the said needs of the sittiation). — “ Why so ? ” — 
Because the Veda is mearti to serve other purposes ; i.e. the Veda serves many 
•other purposes ; so that whatever the man is able to do, and for whatever pur- 
poses, all that is what is declared in the Veda fand not only what is expressed 
by its mere words] ; hence it is quite up to the Veda to enjoin a certain 
thing, and also to be understood at the time of the actxiai performance. It 
is for this reason that the Veda has to be learnt for the purpose of getting at 
the injunction of things, and also for comprehending it at the time of the per- 
formance ; and no such discrimination is possible as that the Vedic text serves 
to enjoin things, but not to be understood at the time of the performance ; 
and when no such discrimination is possible, it follows that it is got up for 
both these purposes. — ^If then it is to be imderstood, it can be imderstood 
only in the definite order of sequence (in which the texts occur), not in any 
other order. It is for this reason that' if there is any deviation in the Order 
of Sequence of the texts, it is said that it has been ‘destroyed’ (ruined, 
damaged, spoilt). Otherwise (even if the order was not observed), inas- 
much as the purpose intended to be served by each of the texts will have betm 
■duly accomplished, why should there be any id^ of its beic^ ‘ niined ’ ? 
In fact, it wotild be necessary to postulate an unseen result ; which woxild 
be improper so long as the visible result would be there. — ^Fi’ora all this it 
follows that the Order of Sequence is expressed by the words of the Veda itself ; 
i.e. the same word that is expressive of the things is also expressive of the 
Order of Sequence. 

S0TRA ( 7 ). 

We find other texts AUSp fointing to the same conclusion. 

Bhd§ya. 

the same conclusion is also pointed to by the following texts—* Vyatya- 
stam rta^d vpadadhdtV [‘He should place in the reverse order ', the bricks 
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dedicated to the seasons’] (Taitti. Sam. 5. S. 1 . i) ; ' 7 yat>ymt<xm aodashinam 
shathsafi' [‘He should recite the Sho^mhl in. ihe repeme on/er'] (Taitti. 
Sam. 7. 1. 5. 4) ; — ‘ Ashinno dmhamo grhyaie, tarn Ifilycmyuhoti ’ r‘ He should 
take up the cup dedicated to Ashvins, as the ^n£i, and should offer it as 
the third ’]. — ^If the placing of the bri^ or the recking might be done in any 
order, then the assertion of its being done ‘ in the reverse order ’ would have 
no sense ; as (there being no fixed order) there would be no order wMch 
would not be the ‘ reverse order ’.—Similarly the offering of the Ashvma 
cup could not be referred to as the ‘ third if there were no order of sequence 
busfd upon the order of the verbal texts. — Similarly again, we have the text — 
‘ Abhicharatd pratiloman hotavymi, prdnanSmsya pratlchah pratiyanii ’ [‘ When 
performing a rite for the encompassing of some one’s death, one should 
offer the libations in the reverse order ; by so doing he reverses the life of 
the enemy ’] (Taitti. Sam. 3. 4, S. 5) ;~here we find it laid down that in 
a certain case the libations awe to be offered ‘ in the reverse order which 
indicates the presence of a ‘ natural order ’ ; and this is possible only if the 
performance were in that order of oequenee which is indicated by the order 
of the verbal texts ; if it were not so, then all orders would be the natural 
order, and there would be no sense, in that case in speaking of the 
* T'jverse order — Lastly, we have the text — ‘ Ghaturthottamayoh prati- 
m.ndnayati ’ [‘ He should bring together the fourth and the last offerings ’], 
and this is followed by the text — ‘ Atkiayedobarhih pratiaamanayati ’ [‘ Leav- 
ing aside the Ida offerings, he takes up the Barhia"} ; and this shows that 
the Barhia takes the fourth place ; and this assigning of a definite place 
in sequence would be possible only if the order of sequence were taken to 
be determined by the order of the Verbal texts. 


‘ •* I i ? V , 

^ * f 4 tf i ' 




Adhikabai^a (5) : Order of Seqmnce determined^ hy 
‘ Commencement * : ‘ PrdmrtiTm-hramanydya ^ 

SUTRA (8). 

In a case where it is possible fob several details to be PERFOBMID 


AT ONE TIME, THEIR ORDER OF SEQUENCE IB TO BE DETEBIIINID 



BY THE ORDER OF ‘ COMMENCEMENT ’ ; BECAUSE THE 


PERFORMANCE BEGAN IN THAT ORDER. 


In oormeotion with the Vajapeya sacrifice, we road — ‘ Saptadasha 
prajdpatydn pa^hunMabhcUe^ [‘He should sacrifice seventeen animals dedi- 
cated to Prajapati’]. — Over all these animals certain ‘ embellishments % like 
‘ sprinkling water ’ and the rest, are to be performed, — these being borrowed 
from the Primary Original Sacrifice, under the General Law [that the Ectyp& 
is to be performed like the Archetype or Original sacrifice]. Now from among 
these embellishments, the first may be started with any one animal one 
may choose [there is no restriction as to that} ; but in r^ard to the second 
and succeeding embellishments, there arises the question — should the second 
embellishment also be done to that same animal to which the first was 
done ? Or is there no restriction regarding the second and other succeeding 
embellishments ? 

On this question, the PurmpaJcsa view is that — “ as there is no rule 
layiag down any restrictions regarding the order of sequence to be adopted, 
there should be no such restriction in the case in qxiestion 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta — ^The second and 
succeeding embellishments also should commence with the same animal 
with which the first had started.-— “ Why so ?” — Bemuse, the performance 
began in died order. As a rule the details of an action should not be very 
far removed in time from the Primary Act (to which they belong) ; because 
it is the Primary Act that is meant to be performed ; and it is only when 
that is done that it affords the occasion for the other details. We have also 
a declaration spealdng of their being done together — ‘ The Primary Act should 
be performed along loith all the details But in a case where many details 
have been prescribed, some sort of remoteness (from the Primary) is in- 
evitable ; but the intervention between the two should be only by such 
details as just saves that from immediate sequence ; anything more than 
that should not be allowed to intervene. Thus then, if the second embellish- 
ment began with an animal other tloan the one with which the first 
embellishment had been started, then there would be an intervention of more 
than what is unavoidable ; and.this would militate against the injunction of 
the entire procedure. — Well, in that case, there might be intervention by 
some smaller details” — The answer to this is that by abandoning such 
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inters- ening factors as are sanctionad, no additional excellence comes into the 
perforraatice ; [on the conteary, it renders the performance defectives — says 
Tuptikd }. — From all tliis it follows that the subsequent details shordd be 
started with that same animal with which the first detail had started. 

StJTRA (0). 

“ In THAT CASE THE WHOLE LOT WOITLB HAVE TO BB PERFORMKD 

OVBB AGAIN ” — ^IF THIS IS HBGED [then the aiiswer is as in 
the following Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 

Says the Opponent— “If you think that the entire injunction of the 
performance becomes honoured, if the details are not far removed from the 
Primary, then the entire block of Aceeasories should have to l)e performed 
and completed in coxmection with a single sacrifice ; as is done ixi the case of the 
Saury a* and other offerings [mentioned in the text — ‘ Yaayashvhie ^Jiofiya- 
mane suryo nunirbhavati’ sauryarn bahurupanmkibluite. ['If at the -time 
■of the mp dedicated to Ashviirs being eulogised, the sun does not apjjear, 
then one should sacrifice an animal of variegated colour dedicated toSurya’1 
(Taitti. Sam. 2. 1. 10. 3).” 

vStITRA {1(1). 

Answeb] — Not so ; as they would not be performed at all. 

BMsya. 

Wliat has been urged in the preceding Sutra is not possible ; for it is 
only if the details were performed all together, that the act would itot be 
perfomied at all. 

sCTtra (II). 

[Objection] — “ It may be as in the case of other sAcitirtCEs ”, — 

IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer will he as in the next 

BMsya. 

It has been argixed (under 8u, 9) that “ it would be as in the case of the 
Saiirya a.nd other sacrifices ”. — This has to b»=i refuted [and the refutation 
ia as follows], . 

vSUTRA (12). 

That cannot be ; because thebe is no coherence. 

BMsya. 

Tn the case of tlie Saurya and other saerifioes, there; is no Order of 
■Sequence indicated by ‘ Utility which could be restricted ; because a 
•restriction always pertains to accessories and .subsidiaries ; as regards the 



sequence relating to what ajre not accessories or subsidiaries, the. accessory 
or subsidiarj' character itself would have to be assumed. 

[Those things that are not known to be accessories , — if the orrtfr ut sequence 
is based upon them,— the accei^ry character of their ‘ Order ’ would liave to be 
assumed; and for the a^umpMon of thas, it would be necessary t-> atf^ume the 
aeoessory character of the things eono^ned, which ex hypothesi, are aci’. ssorics. 
—TantrarcUna. Thus an objectionable * interdejHsndenee ' would be in%<iive.L j 

[In the ease of the acts under consideration, there is a coherence, of the ■'■ri.-rntecn 
am'mafa, and hence the performance of the whole lot is not pos4bii— The two 
eases therefore are not analogous. — Subodhini.] 
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Adhikabaka (6) : Ofd&r of Sequeme determined by ‘ Place ’ 
{A) 

sm-RA (IS). 

On the basis oe ‘Plage’ also [the ordeb of sequence can be 

DETEKRHNED] ; AS IT IS CONNECTED WITH THE ORIGIN ATIFl 
INJUNCTION. 

BM§ya. 

We have the text — ‘ Mhavimshena aiirSirei}a prajdMmam yajaijet, triw- 
vena ojasJcamam, trayaatrimshma pratisflidMmmi ' [‘ For one desiring off- 
spring, he should sacrifice with the AtirMra-storm containing tiventy-one 
verses ; for one desiring glory» he should sacrifice with the Atiratra containing 
twenty-seven verses ; and for one desiring social standing, he should .sacrifice 
with the Atwatm containing thirty-three 'I’erses ’ [see Taitti. Saih. 2, 2. 4. 7]. — 
It is going to be explained later on (imder Su. 10. 5. 20 — ' Bah isparamdnS 
cha rgdgamah sdmaihaivdV) that these varying numbers have to be made up 
by the bringing in of additional verses. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — -when this bringing in of 
oMitional vei*se.s is being done, are these additional verses to be brought in 
without- regard to any order of sequence ? Or are they to be brought in 
in the order in which they occur in the respective .sections of the Vedic text ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ they should be brought in without 
regard to any order ; — why ? — because they come into the Atiratra by virb«e 
of the words ‘ twenty-seven ’ (and ‘ thirt 3 ''-three ’ ; whicl-i are expressive 
of the various numbers) ; and when they come in thus, there is no order of 
sequence among them 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddlmnta — As a matter of 
fact, the order of the verses coming into the Atirdtra is determined by the 
‘ Place ’ that each verse occupies in the Vedic text ; so that those that appear 
first (in the Vedic text) should be used first. In fact, the perceptible purpose 
served by a regular succession of verses (as we find in the Vedas) is that the 
preceding one at once brings to the mind the one that follows it ; and this 
indication of what follows is always desirable. 

The present case does not come under the case of Order* of Sequence 
determined by the ‘ Verbal Text ’ (Adhikarai^a 4), because in the present 
case the numerical words ‘ twenty-seven ’ (and ‘ thirty-three ’) give rise to 
the idea that all the verses are to be used simultaneously.-; and that is whv 
this has been brought under a separate Adhikararia. Such is the opinion 
(of those who adhere to the foregoing presentation of the AdMkara 7 %a). 

In reality, however, the order sequence in this case is actually 
determined by the Order of the ‘ .Ver&oi! t&xits ’ as occuriipg in the Veda ; and 
hence (if confined to the example chosen) the AcUvikardna would a})pcar to 



be a mere ipepetition (of what has gone under Adhikaratia 41 ; lunice we are 
putting forward a different presentation of the Adhiharav<t . — [i-e. with a 
different Usd as the basis of discussion — says Tantrarcttna} —as follows : — 
In connection with the Sadyaskra sacrifice (a particular form of the 
Soma-sacrifice) we read — ^ Saha paahundlabfiate' — f‘He should sacrifice tlie 
animals together ’] ; and this has been taken to mean that all tlse throve 
animals are to be sacrificed at the time of the Samntya, 

[Jyoti^toinit is the archetype of the Sddymkm; at the Jyoti-iloma, tho* thu'.e ani- 
mals are sacrificed in the following ordbr : — (1) the Aynmmlya aninial i'S aucrificed 
on the ‘ Prtivious Day the Aupammthya — (3) the Savanlya animal is saorifired on 
the ‘ Extraction Day at the Morning Extraction, after the offering of the Cup dedi- 
cated to the Askvuu'i ; — (3) the Armbaudhya animal is sacrificed after the* Final Sacri- 
ficial Bath. — In aecordanoe with the general law regarding ArchetyjX's and EcU’pes, 
the order at the Sddyaskm would have been the same, had it not ]>Pt'n for the special 
injunction that at the Sddyashm^ all the three animala should be sacrificed together* - - 
It has been decided also that this sacrificing of the three miiinals is to be done on the 
Extraction-Day, which, at thi" Jy<di8jomat is the day for the feacrificing of tJm 
Savantya animal.) 

In. regard to this; there arises the question — Should the Ayrmomlya mi- 
mal be sacrificed first, on the strongt h of the order of the * verbal texts ’ speak- 
ing of thme animals t Or should ihe Savaniya animal be sacrificed first, on 
the strength of its ' place ’ a? btMug the first to come on tlmt partievtiar day ? 
On this question, the Pur>apa]cm view is that — '‘the animal to be 

sacrificed first is the Agnlmmlya why ? — because of the order of the mrbed 

tesclB 

In answer to this, we have tiie following Siddhania (stated in Su. IS): — 
Tiie Savaniya is the animal to be sacrificed first, on the basis of ‘ Place ’ (Sutra) ; 
if the Agmmmlya animal were idlled first, then that would go against 
the ‘ Place which (on that day) belongs to the Savaniya, — as distinctly laid 
down in the text, ‘ Ashvinam yrhltvd trivrtd yupetm parimya, etc. ' {‘Taking up 
the cup dedicated to the Actions, aud engirdling the sacrificial post with ti^ie 
three-fold rope, one should sacrifk;© the Sceoaawya\ 

Says the Opponent— “But in the other case also fue. if the Savamya 
is sacrificed first] the Order of the verbal texts would violated 

That might well be \’iolatod ; in fact, it is for the rejection of that order 
that we have in the text the word ‘ together ’ (‘the three animals .should be 
sacrificed together ') ; as for the ' Place’ prescribed — i.e, after (he taking up of 
the cup dedicated to tiie Ashvins^—timt has not been set aside (by any text) ; 
hence this latter should not be ignored. 


shababa.-bh1§ya : 



Adhikabana (7) : The ‘ Order of Sequence ' cd the S'iAmdmry 
should follow the Order of the Primipah 

S’UTEA (14). 

The Order of Seqtjbnoe at the Sitbsidiaby should follow the 

ORDER OF THE PbINCHPAL, BECAUSE THE ACCESSORIES ARE 
MEANT TO SUBSERVE THE PURPOSES OF THE PRINCIPAL. 


Bhdsya. 

We have the text— ‘ /S'SrasfJotoM bhavaiah, etad mi daivyam mithunam ’ , 

[ ‘ These are the two Sdrasmta offerings , at which there is a pair of deities, 
SaraavaU and ;5arast>an ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 4. 6. I). 

In regard to tins, there arises the question — There being two sacrifices 
here (one offered to the female deity, Sarasvati, and the other to the male 
deity, Sarasmn), the details of which are to be performed first — those of 
the sacrifice to the female deity ? Or those of the sacrifice to the male 
deity ? 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “ as there is no rule laying down 
any definite Order of Sequence in this case, there can be no restriction, one 
may do as one likes”. 

Against tMs, we have the following SiddharUa : — ^The Order of Sequence 
should be determined by the order at the Primary sara-ifice. — Ih the Ydjy&- 
Anuvdkya, the sacsrifice to the franale deity is mentioned first— in the words 
‘ Prano d«vi sarasmU etc \ (Taitti. Sarin 1. 8. 22. 1) ; from which it follows 
that the offeru^ to the female dmty should come first ; which means that 
the^detta^ls of that offering to the female deity should be performed first, 
ht is only if this is done that the subsidiaries would be done at the same 
time as the Primaries; otherwise there would bo many more intervening 
factors than those are peemisBible by the veay natmre of things. 

X . - . -r ; ' i . ‘ i : 

; * ' i " ' -V ^ - " ' . ' : 

(. x‘ i; ' i X' i ^ ' 

• J f , J *. f . 1 . I fi ' '■ - 4 4 ‘i ’ -x .1 . ‘ : 

' ^ '-X ^ ‘j.- j ’ i ; K. ► ;i-4. # 4 I X.5 f ? 4 - 1 i 4 7' , : 


Abhikarana (8): Exception to the above: At .the 8ub- 
sidianes, the Order of Sequence indicated hy the 
‘ Verbal Texts ^ is rnore authoritative than thai 
of the PrincipaL 

SIJTRA (15). 

At the AbOHBTYPAJL SACSIEICBi, THE Obdeb oe Sbqitenoe (amohq)- 

ACOESSOBIES) ADOPTED SHOXTLD BE THAT INDICATED BY THE 
‘ YEBBAL TEXTS BEOADSE THIS OBDBB IS ONE THAT 
IS INDICATED BY CTEIB OWN INJUNCSTIONS. 

Bhd^ya. 

In eonneotion with the Darska-Purnamasat the detakils laid down first 
&tQ those relating to the vegetable substances (required for the making of the 
Gahe), and then come those relating to the Clarified Butter, pjnder the 
Barsha-Purtiamdsa, we have the sacrifices, Agnisomiya and the Updnishuydga ; 
the substance used at the Agm§ormya is the Oahe ; and that at the Up3m~ 
shuydja, is the Clarified Butt®?.— ^As regards the details, those of the (3ake 
are laid down first, and then follow those of the Clarified Butter ; but as 
between the Updmshuydja and the Agniaomiya, which are the ‘ Principais 
the former is laid down first, then the latter]. 

Kow, in regard to the performance of the detaite, at the Agv^mlya 
sacrifice, there arises the question — Are the details related to the Clarified 
Butter to be performed first, on the strength of the order of the Principals 
(between which the fisrst to be laid down is the Updmshuyaja, which 
Clarified Butter for its material) ? Or should the details be performed in 
accordance with order of the Verbal Texts mentioning th®aa (whereby the 
details related to the Oatce should come first) ? 

The PurvapaJc^a view is that — “ on the strength of the ‘ order of the 
Principals the details to be performed first should be those relating to the 
Clarified Butter 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — At the archetypal sacHJice 
the Order of Seq^noe {among accessories) adopted should be ihcab indicated by 
the verbal teasts ; because the Order of Sequence indicated by the verbal texts 
is one that is mdicated by their own injunctions; hence, if they were per- 
formed in any other order, the said order would be violated. Further, as 
for the. text laying down the entire performance, which text implies con- 
eomitance, does not become violated if a certain detail is brought nearer 
by virtue of its own natural order. Further, in support of the ‘ Order of 
the Verbal Texts’, we have tbe specific injunction ‘the Veda should be 
studied ’ [which lays down the study of the Vedic texts in the Order in 
which they appear in the Veda] j whereas in support of the ‘ order of tb«^ 
Principals ’ would be the extremely subtle syntactical connection of the 
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entire passage laying down the- performance of the sacrifice [i.e, an order^ 
not directly laid down, but only assumed— says the Tuptikd], 

[This is an exception to the preceding AdMkamna. The ‘ Order of Verbal 
Texts ’ IS one that is le^t from the • Study of the V^ wherein the texts are 
studied in a definite order; this order therefore is directly perceptible. In the 
other c^e there is first of all the practical principle of expediency that the details 
should be performed together this oonoomitanoe of the details is indicated by the 
mjunction of the performance of the sacrifice.-and as a neee^ary corollary to this 
concomitance, the order of sequence also becomes inferred.— iTow this inferred 
order is necessarily rejected in favour of the former dir8c% perceived ord^.—TuptlM.I 


Adhikarana (9) : The, order of the Manira4ext ’ m more 
avihontative than the order of the ‘ Brahnmtm-t&xi 

SOTRA (16). 

When there is coneliot, the order of the Mantba-teslt shohed 

BE FOLLOWED ; BECAUSE THE CAFACITY TO BE USED AS IT 
STANDS IS INHERENT IN THE MaNTRA ; HENCE IT IS 
THAT THE BeAHMANA-TEXT IS TAKEN AS THE 
ORIOINATIVE INJUNCTION OF ACTS. 

Bhdsya. 

la coonecbioa with Daraha-Purnmmtsa, it is found that the inantra - 
tesOa bearing upon the Agneya saorifioe (which forms part of the Darsha- 
Pur^txmasa) come before, — and the Brahmana texte bearing upon it come 
after — (those bearing on the Agniaomiya sacrifice]. [That is. the Agniaomvya 
is laid down by Brahmcma-texte occurring in the fifth Prapa^haha of the 
Taittiriya-Brdhmana, and the Agneya is laid down by Brahrmna-tearts occurring 
in the sixth Prapdthaka ; but in the MarUra-kanda, the Mantras oounected 
with the Agneya are found before those connected with the Agnlsomiyal, 

In regard to this, there arises the question — which of the two ‘ texts ’ 
(Mantra and Brahmatya) are to be regarded as more authoritative (in the 
matter of determining the order of sequence between the Agneya and the 
Agniaomiya) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ there can be no restriction in this matter i 
as there is no rule laying down any such restriction 

Against this, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^The Mantra-imi is to be 
regarded as more authoritative why ? — became the capacity to he used 
as it stands is inherent in the Mantra ; i.e. the Mantra has the capacity to be 
used as it stands, in its own form ; it is by virtue of this capacity to be 
used as it stands that the Mantra is actually used at sacrifices ; hence the 
order in which the Mantra appears serves a perceptibly useful purpose 
[of being used in that order], — “ But the same purpose is served by the 
Brdhmana-text also — ^The answer to this is that the Brahmapa'tezt is taken 
as the originative injunction of acta ; Le. it also serves the other purpose 
of enjoining the performance of acts [and in most cases, it is not meant to 
be used in its verbal form, as it stands]. 



Abhikarana (10) : The Order of Sequence indicate by the 
‘ General Law ' is more authoritative than that* indicated 
by the description of the ceremonial procedure. 

StJTBA (17). 

[PffKVAPAK.^A]— “ At an- Eotytal saobificb, the Oedbb op Sequitob 
SHALL BE m AOOOBDANOE WITH THE ‘ PamCIPAL BBOATOB OP 
THE DIEECT DEOLABATION OP THE DETAILS OONGEENED.” 


There is a sacrifice named ' Adhym-a-Kalpa % laid down in the text-~ 
* Agnami^tyxvamllMdashala^ niroapU, — mrasvatyajyabJidgd sySt, — 

hdr}M8patyaahofuiruh^~i‘ shoxild offer the cake baked upon twelve- 
pans to As^m-Fisnu;— Clarified Butter should be offered to Sa^asvatli— 
Cooked Rice should be offered to Brhmpati ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 9. 1). 

[This text describes the ceremonial Procedure and here the SaramaiiJacrifice 
comes before the Brhaspati-aacnfice. -But the BrhaapaH-sacriflce has for its Archetype 
the AgnSya Sacrifice, at which Cooked Rice is offered ; while the Sarnsvatl-monkl 

h^ for its Archet3T3e, the at which Clarified Butter is offered.— Under 

Su. 15, it has been settled that details relating to vegetable substances (Rice etc ) 
should precede those relating to Clarified Butter; and according to the General 
Law that ‘the Ectype should be performed like the Archetype the substance 
offered at the Brliaapati-aacHfice should be Rice, and that at the Saraavati-aacifice 
Clarified Butter.— So that according to Su. 16, the details of the Brhaapati.aacHncl 
should precede those of SaraavatUaacrifice.'] 

In regard to this, the question arises— Between the ‘Sacrifice to 
BrhaspaU % winch is an ectype (modification) of the Igneya sacrifice, and the 
Sacrifice to SarasvatV, which is an ectype of the Upamahuydga,— the details 
of which should be performed first ? Are the details of the Brhaspati- 
sacrifice to be performed first, on the ground that the ‘ General Law ’ [‘ The 
Eaype should be performed like the Archetype ’] is more authoritative than 
the description of the ceremonial procedure ’ 7 Or are the details of tlie 
Sarnsvati-aacrifice to be performed first, on the ground that ‘ the description 
of the ceremomal prooedme ’ is more authoritative than the ‘ General Law ’ ? 
On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ At the Ectype 
. tliat we are considering, the order shall he in accordance with the ^ Principal * 
because of the direct declaration of the details concerned. That is, in regard 
to the two Ectypes, there is a distinct declaration of the Onier of Sequence ^ 
and ‘ the description of the ceremonial procedure % which takes in aU the 
of in proximity to it. is what is directly perceptible ; . 
the other hand, the order regarding the details is one that can only 
deduced by Inference on the basis of the ‘ General Law ’. And hence we 
conclude that the ‘description of the Ceremonial Procedure’, being directly 
perceptible, is more authoritative than, and sets iasf(>ae, the ‘ General Law ’ 
whose application is a matter of inferential deduction.” 






StJTRA (18). 

[SlDDHiOTA] — ^W hBN’ thebe IS A OONfX*ICT, IT SHOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE 
WITH THE ABOHETyTB ; BECAUSE THE DETAILS OF THE 

Abohetype abb applicable {to the Ectype). 

Bhd§ya. 

When there is a conflict — befeweerx fche order of sequeaoe in the * Principal ’ 
and that in the ‘subsidiary’*— then the order at the Ectype shoiild be as 
at the Archetype ; — .why 1 — became the details of the Archetype are applicable 
to the Ectype ; that is, the details adopted at tlw Ectype should be like those 
adopted at the Archetype. Under the eircumstauees (in the case in quinstion), 
if the details were performed in the order of their respective ■ princiimls 
then they would not be performed as they are at the Archetype. As a matter 
of fact, the ‘General Law’ (that ‘the Ectype should be perfonned like the 
Archetype ’) is more authoritative than the ‘ description of oeremouiai pro- 
cedure ’ ; because the former originates (enjoins) as well as applies the details ; 
while the latter only recapitulates what has already been made apf)licable 
(by other injunctive texts). Under the circumstances, this latter (i.e. the 
description of the ceremonial procedure), itself coming into existence after 
the details have been already enjoined, and serving only to lay down the 
subsequent appUcation of those details, cannot, even though it be directiy 
perceptible, set aside the ‘ General Law % which has already been thera 
In fact, being outside the pale (of injunctive passage), it can oidy serve to 
recapitulate things that have been already enjoined. 

From all this it follows that the details relating to the (Riee offered at the) 
Brhaepsdi-sacrifice should be performed, and after that the details relating 
to the Ciariffed Butter {offered at the Samsm^-rntrificel, 


Adhikarana (II) : The ' SSkamMhvya-Nyaya’ ■ In some 
<n^es the Detail, of the Archetype are Z LnsferrJ 
to the Mctype. ' - 

SCtra {19). 

LATTEE,—JtrST AS HAS BEEN ENJOINED. 



Bhd^ya. 

In eonr* of the Cmun^,ja eacriace. tt 
Sol»me<«ia-8aoriaoe : of this there are three con 
o^mtE pralamftskanSIah; (2) Marudbhyah 
(3) Marwlbhyo sn-hamMMbhyah cored 
[ (1) In the morning, the cake baked on eie 
(2) at midday cooked rice is offered 
and (3) m the evening rice cooked in milk of « 
grfumrnms'} (Taitti. 8am. I. 8. 4. 1). 

In r^rd to this, there arises the question- 
wee sacrifices to extend over two days (like th 
it 06 finished then and there ? 

The Piirvapaksa view is as follows : “ 

time ae the Archetype,~Just as has been enjoined 
performed m the same manner as the Archetype 
performed ; because it takes in the details of tl 
any sacrifice that is the Ectype (of the Sdkami 
days (like its Archetype) ”. 

SCTBA (20). 

.[SiddhInta] — In beauty, that which is u 

WITH SUCCESSIVE POINTS OF TIME (PAETS 
BE PEBFOBMBD AT THAT SAME TIME ; 

the appucation of the ‘Genej^ 
be based on inference, the D1 
, Archetype would not go 


Lngs that are spoken of in connection with the 
: the day—moming, noon and evrnmg,— are alw 
the same day at the sueciess^ve points of time ; 
atte eats cakes in the mc^g/several kinds o 
the afternoon %--rit fehnidersfiood fhn.t oil +h;c 


882 


SHABABA-BHl^YA : 


question are to be performed on tbe same day at the time stated. That 
they should extend over two days oonld only be inferred through the 

* General Law ’ (that * the Eotype should be perfonned like the Archetj’pe ’ ) ; 
and hence it would be set aside by the fact of their being j^jrfonned on 
one and the same day at the time sla-ted, which is got at from Direct 
Assertion. 

SCTRA (21). 

[Objection] — “ Thebe may be extension of time ’ — if this 
IS TJBGBB [then the answer is as in the following 

Bha^. 

The Opponent may argue thus — “ The text says that the sacrifice along 
with all its accessories is to be performed ‘in the moming’, — Hurularly 

* at noon ’ and ‘ in the evening ’ ; — and there may be an extension of tim^ ; 
so that even so the sacrifice with its aocessori^ might be performed at the 
same points of time ; and yet there would be no transgression of the rule 
by wdiieh it should extend over two days. That is to say, the offering of 
the Cake to Anlkavat may be commenced ‘ in the morning ’ on the first day 
and may be completed ‘ in the morning ’ on the next day ; .similarly the 
ofiering to SdrOapana may be commenced ‘ at midday ’ on the first day and 
be finished ‘ at midday ’ on the next day ; so also the offe ring to Grhamddhin 
may be commenced ‘ in the evening ’ on the first day and be completed ‘ in 
the evening ’ on the next day. — ^It might be aigued that itom the sentence of 
the text itself it appears that the oS<Hring is to be made on <me day only. — 
But as a matter of fact, the meaning of the sentence depends upon the force 
of wliat is expressed by the word ; and in the text in question there is no 
word the force of whose meaning indicates that the sacsrifiee is to per- 
formed in a smgle day,” 

SUTRA (22). 

[Answer] — ^That cannot be ; because there is actcai. connection 

WITH ONE POINT OF TIME. 

Bhd^ya. 

Wliat has been urged by the Opponent is not possible.—" Why ? ” 

Because there is actwil connection wi&i one point of time. Because the 
Principals (the sacrifices in question) along with their accessories are all 
found TO be directly asserted as connected with one point of time. — “ How 
.so ? ’’—What is actually enjoined a^ to be performed ‘ in the morning ’ 
IS the Principal along with its accessories — similarly ‘ at midday ’ and 
‘ in the evening ’ ; and it is not asserted that the accessories (alone) may 
be performed ‘ in the morning-V. (or,tf,tn the evening ’ or ‘at midday ’) ; 
in fact, if the Principal were perfocmed at one time (on one day) an*’! tbA 
accessories at the other tim^,(.Gjg the ^ext day, even though at the same 
time of the day), tlieu. in that ease,. the Principal with its accessories could. 


/ 



V, PiDA 1, mBmmAKA (11). 

t^e Ectypai aacriScaa in qu««nn are to be perfor^^: 
oo*^ *7" ‘‘^ SSkarnma eacriHeea a 

y [s^ or It the Retypes were to extend over both 
ba a ^ormanoe of the SSkmMlm saorifioes^^to 

' ' «“ performance of theee on to **' 


' * t-'"’ > r ’ ' 'i J ~ ^ -I ' - . '■, V, ‘ . • ; 

HiStltfi;flliliilllilfclili®i|iiii’:it^^ 

' '• ,** { is I • I i ji. " > t , a i ' 



Adhikabaka (12); '' T(idadi-tada7itanydya\' — (a) There U 
‘ postpcmement ’ (or ‘ deferring ’) of all accessories beginning 
wiih the Anuydja^ and (6) there is ‘ anticipation ’ 

(or ‘ performance before time ’) of all 
accessories ending with the Praydja. 

SUTRA (23). 


[PCryapak^a] — “ Inasmuch as the subsidiaries should be performed 
AT the same time AS THEIR ‘ PRINCIPAL THERE SHOULD BE 
' POSTPONEMENT ’ ONLY OF THAT WHICH IS ACTUALLY LAID 
DOWN AS TO BE ‘ POSTPONED ’ [AND THERE SHOULD BE 
‘ ANTICIPATION ’ OF THAT ONLY WHICH HAS BEEN 
LAID DOWN AS TO BE ‘ ANTICIPATED 


Bhd§ya. 


In connection with the Jyotistcma we read in regard to the Samniya 
animal — ‘ AgnimartUMurdhmm anuydjaUhcharanli ’ [‘ They perfonn the 
Anuydja sacrifices after the offering to Agni-MartU’]; here we have the 
‘postponement’ or ‘deferring’ of the Anuydjas [because this text puts 
off the Anv/ydjaa to a time later than the one at which it should have been 
performed in accordance with the ‘ General Law at the time of their 
Arohetypel. — Similarly in regard to the Agnlaomlya animal, we read — 
‘ Tisthantam paahum prayajanti ’ [‘ They offer the Praydjaa wliile the animal 
is still alive ’] ; — ^here we have the ‘ anticipating ’ (of the Praydjm). ( Because 
at the Archetype, the Prayajas are performed aft&r the qffefing -material 
has been got ready ; in accordance with this, at the Agniaomi^a sacrifice also, 
the Praydjaa should have to be performed aji&r the quartering of the axiimal ; 
the text quoted however lays down that the Praydjaa are to be performed 
while the animal is still alive ; and thus the Prayajaa are to be |>erfonnpd 
he/ore the time at which they would have been performed according to their 
Arohsetype ; thus there is an ‘anticipation’, or performance before time, of 


s question, w^e have the following Purmpakaa : — “ The postpone- 
anticlpalion shoidd be only' of that which has been laid down as 
)(med or anticipated ;^why'?— because th^ subsidiaries should he 
'.t the same time as the Pr^ipal ; i.^., in this way, the other sub- 
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would be performed at th® time of the Principal ; and this woi: 
in keeping with the dcsw'ription of the ceremonial procedure 
down the eoncomitance of the subsidiaries with their Principals 




There should be ‘ postponement ’ of aU beginning with the Anuyaja, and 
* anticipation ’ of all ending with the Fmya^a why ?— because they are ail 
connected. That is to say, whatever aaibsLdiary is laid down as to be done 
after the Anuydjtm is always done after the Anuyajaa, on the strength of the 
verbal texts ’ bearing on them, — ^thereby ignoring the time indicated for 
it by the d^ription of the ceremonial procedure, which is immediately 
afto: the Principal. Similarly what is laid down as to be done after the 
said subsidiary is naturally performed after it. Thus, when one is ‘ post- 
pcmed*, it drags with it the entire set of subadiaries (all which become 
postponed).— -Similarly when one is ‘anticipated’, it drags along with it 


Adhtkaeai^a (13): 0% the basis of the "Order of Cmn- 
menceme7d\ the "ProJcm'm^ and other details relating 
to the Cake should he performed before the details 
relating to the Soma. 

S0TRA ( 25 ). 

Am01!?G things whose time is definitely fixed, the Oedeb of 
Sequence should be detekmined by the ‘Obdeb of 
Commencement* 

BM^a. 

In connection with the Jyoti^ioma, we read that <xt the time of the Momimj 
Hymn (Anumka), the Adhvaryu gives the direction — ‘ O Pratiprasthatr, offer 
the Savanlya-cakes ’ ; where the time for offering the Savanlya-cakes is dis- 
tinctly indicated ; — again, we find that after the Sahi^pavcmdna-hpmn hm 
been recited, the Adhvarj’u gives the direction ^ O Agnidh, please attend upon 
the fires, spread the grass and decorate the cakes'. 

[Tlie Order of Verbal Texts is as follows — (1) The Morning Hymn, — (2) the 
Pracharam-homa and other rites relating to the Soma, — (3) the offering of the 
Savamya-cakes ; — (4) Bahifpavamdna Hymn. — But inamediately after directing the 
Hotr to i'ecite the Morning Hymn, the Adhvaryu directs the Pratiprasthotr to ‘ make 
the Savanlya offerings’. — Thus though under the ‘Order of the Verbal Texts’, 
the offering of the Savanlya-cakea should have come after the Praeharant-homa 
etc., yet by virtue of the said Direction by the Adhvaryu, the offenng of the Samniya- 
cakea is ' anticipated ’ and made at the time of the Morning Hymn. — Then again, 
■we have the following direction regarding the ‘ decorating ’ of the Savamya-cakes — 

* After the Bahiapavamdna hymn has been recited, he says — Decorate the Cakes 
Here again, though by the ‘ Order of the Verbal Texts ’ the offering of the Savanlya- 
cakes should have come before the Bahispavamdna Hymn, yet, by virtue of this 
second Direction, it has to be ‘ postponed ’ and done after the Bahispavamdna 
Hymn.] 

In regard to all this, there arises the qn^tion- — Wliat is it tliat should 
come after the Offering of the Smaniya-cakes at the time of the Morning 
Hymn ? — the Pracharani-homa and other rites relating to the Poina ? Or 
the details relating to the Cake, preceding its ^ decoration ’ [all these details 
being indicated by, and included xmder, tliis Decoration — adds Kmnmrila\ 1 

Oil this question, the Purvapetk^a view is that “ there being no rules 
laving (lo-wn any definite Order of' Sequence, there need be no restriction 
{and oiii' may do what one likes)’’. 

Ill answer to this, we have tlie following SidjdhmUa : — Anwrig tMngs whosa 
lime is definitely fixed, die Order iff Sequence should he deWnnmed by the Order 
of CoiiniHuirenient ; that is, when a number of tilings have their time definitely 
known, ilieir Order of Sequence should be determined „by the Order of Com- 
incneeineni. It is only when the previously mentionkl tiling is being done 


ADHyIyA Y, fIba I, ABHIKAEAMA (13). 


that- it d^ti^Tmino^ the order of tte mibeequmtly mentioned thing* - it beine 
only natuml that w!mt m nwntim&d after it should also be done’ after it 
which m a detail relating to the Smia, we 
and tlmt Its Older of BBqmmm (indicated by the verbal texts) is set aside 
by the Direcd AR=«^rtion (of the DireeWon given by the AdWyn) as for 
the decoratjon ’ of the eake. it is mentioned after the Bahi»patmnuna ; 
hence It follows that all the details preceding tlxat decoration should be 
le end (i.e. last factor) among the acts beginning with the ‘ offering ’ (of 
the .S-mwiiyo cakes) ;-*-nnd it is after tins offering that the details relating 
to the Sotna should be performed. 


SdTEA (26). 


Also bboabse titb othse view involves wooMPATiBiLrrv with ihe 


WOEBS OF THE TEXT. 



The words of the text become incompatible (under the Purvapakaa 
view); for instance, when the man is told to ‘decorate the cakes’ {Purodd- 
ahan oZan^m’) he would (und^ the PUrvapak^ view) comprehend by it 
all the details, washing and the rest (relating to the Cake) while according 
to view when told to ‘ decorate he would comprehend only ‘ decora- 
tion ’ ; and in this ease, when the time of the Decoration will have arrived, 
the use of the Imperative Ending (in ‘ cdankuru ’) which denotes the advent 
of the time for the performance of the act spoken of (viz ; decoration) would 
become quite justified.— For aU these reasons, the Order of Sequence in this 
case is determined by the Order of * Commencement 

(After the Morning Hymn, the Prcttipraa^r having done the offering of the 
Savaniya-oakea.~iU before having done the details relating to the Cake, beginning 
with waging and ending with d^ofciner,— he were to perform the Pracharam- 
homa and other details relating to the Soma, ending with the BahispaBatndma,-~a^d 
tlwn there were to come the direction to ‘ decorate the cakes then the man thus 
directed would naturally wait for the ‘ washing ’ and other details preliminary to 
the Decoration. Ibis would not be right. Because the Imperative f^ntiing in 
‘ aktukuru ’ connotes the advent of time for decorating ; but inasmuch as the 
details preliminary to tiie Direction will not have been performed, the time for de- 
•coraMng win not have arrived ; hence the Imperative 'Rndin g would be ‘ incom- 
patible \ — On the other hand if the details relating to the Cake, beginning with 
imshing and ending with dectmtMng, were done before those relating to the Soma 
were taken up, — ^then the use of the Imperative in the sense of advent of time would 
be quite compatible. — SnbodMnA,1 


(Kumarila’s pre-sentation of this AdMkmana. is somewhat different: 

(1) The Adhvaryu has directed the Hoir to proceed with the Morning Hymn ; 

* Bead— ‘Ffioyw?>ar»ano Sva hi purvapaddrtha uttarapaddHhamabhiniyackchhati 
—aa-i^MSr'A. ' " " ' 






888 


shababa-bh1§ya : 


— (2) then he directs the PraiiprmiMtr to ‘ offer the Samnlitiia cakes ’ : — (J{) 
again, after the Bahi^pavam&ha Hymn has been recited, the Adhmryii gives 
the direction to the Agntdh to ‘attend to the Fires..,. and decorate the 
Cakes — The Hotf to whom the direction has been addressed is engaged with 
the Morning-Hynm ; — the Adhv(Myu himself is engaged in Meditation and 
remains so till the Morning Hymn in finished ; — hence neither of theses 
two can do the ‘washing’ and the rest (in connection with the Cakes). 
Hence it being inevitable that someone else should do these latter, the 
question that arisw is — -who is to do them I Is it meant, that the Prati- 
pmsthatr should do all this mashing, etc., which is included under the * offering ’ 
(that he has been directed to do) ? — ^This ‘ offering ’ however ordinarily should 
be the funetioa of the Adhnaryu, and hence ail that is included under the 
‘ oSering ’ could be done by another person only durirtg the time tliat 
“the AdJivaryu is otherwise engaged ; it could not therefore include 
what is done after the Decoration ; as by that time tte Adhvaryu would 
be disengaged. Hence the question that has got to be decided is — ^Are the 
‘ offering ’ and the subsequent details, all to be done by the Pratiprasthdtr ? 
Or the details preceding the Decoration and succeeding tlie Offering (wliich 
are all included under ‘ decorating ’) are to be done by the Aqnldh ? — ^The 
Pvroapalcm view is that “ there need be no restriction — any one might do it — 
either the Pratipraathdtr or the Agnldh; as in both cases there is an indirect 
extension of the connotation of the tearms {* offering ’ or ‘decorating’).” — 
The Siddhania view is that~the two functions are to be performed at the same 
time, and they have to be performed by the Adhvaryu but he c^onot do 
both; hence he is to remain engaged in Meditation, and the other work 

is to be done by the other man, the PixUiprastikdtr .So that the 

Adhoargu is the dheet nominative agent of the ant of Directing only, A.r>d 
of the work directed to be done, he is only the indirect (directive) agent. — 


Adhikabana (14): ' Yupakarrm-nydya" : ‘Exception to 
Adkikamm (12)— Ae 1dm Ectype, ivhat is ^anticipated' 
is only the ^cvMing of the tvood for the 
SacrificidL F<M\ 

SCTRA (27). 

What relates to the Eotype-~.that alone should be ‘ anticipated 
[not the other DETAII^], BECAUSE THERE IS NO CONNECTION 
[WITH THESE DETAILS]. 

Bha^ya. 

Ont-i of the * Ectypes ’ of tha DarsfyX’^Pun^mdsa is the Agntsomlya 
sacrifice, at which there m the ‘cutting of the wood for the Sacrificial Post’, 
which is peculiar to this Retype (and not found in the Archetype) ; and this 
is * antiei|>ated ’ [done on the previous day instead of the day on which it 
would be performed according to tihe ‘ Order of the Verbal Texts ’], by reason 
of the direct injunction to the eS^ tlmt ‘ one should cut the wood for the 
Sacrificial Post on the Initiation Day’. 

[After the VaUarjana Homa, the Fiie is brought in, and the Soma is brought 
in : after the mention of these two ‘ bringings in is mentioned the ‘ cutting of the 
wood for the Sacrificial Post’. — In accordance with this ‘ Order of the Verbal 
Texts this cutting of the wood would be done on the second, the Aupava- 
sathya^ day ; but there is the direct injunction that ‘ one should cut the wood for the 
Sacrificial Post on the Initiation Day ’ ; and according to this the (suiting is ‘ antici- 
pated \ that is, performed on {the day previous to the Aitpamsathya.] 

In regard to, this, there arises this question — ^When this ‘cutting of the 
wood ’ is ‘ anticipated *, does it — or does it not — carry with it all the other 
details preceding itself, such as the ‘ Bringing in of the Pire and Soma’ ? 
[That is, are those other details also performed on the previous day along with 
the ‘ cutting of the wood ’ ? Or is it the * cutting of the wood ’ alone that is 
so done ?]. • 

On this question, the Pitroetpakaa view is that — “ aU those details also 
are ‘ anticipated % because they are connected (with the (suiting of the wood) 
[in accordance .with Adhikarapa (12), Sfitras 23-24]”, 

Against this Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^That 
detail of the Retype which is over and above those of the Archetype, when 
‘ anticipated does not carry along with it those details that precede it, 
such as the ‘ Bringing in ’ of the Pire and the Soma . — ^Why so ? — Because 
there is no connection ; that is to say the making of the Sacrificial Post 
pertains to the Animal^ while aU that precedes it pertains to the Soma 
hence there is no connection between them ; that is, the details pertaining ' 
to the Soma do not in any way help either the details relating to the animal, 
or the Animal itself ; — if they had helped them, then their Order of Sequence 
also would come in as an accessory rbut they do not help the animal or 



the ammars details ; — Whence there can be no adjustment of any Order of 
Sequence among them.— From this it follows that what is ‘anticipated’ 
is only Smrifimil Post (he. the cutting of the wood for the Sacrificial 
Post). — ^Further, when the text ims its purpose served by the ‘anticipation ’ 
of the Sacrificial Past only, there will be nothing to reject the natural order 
of sequence of the details relating to the Somi (which therefore need not be 
‘anticipated’). 


ADHiKAEAifA (15) : Tke Hom€H)fferings inio^ the Daksiwa^i 
are not ‘ po^poned \ 

SOTKA {28). 

What is incidental should not bi ‘ postponed ’ ; as thebe is no 
OONNEC nON. 

In oonnetition with Smc^ya-offenngt which is an Ectype of the Jyotia- 
toma, we read — ‘ AgnimdrtUMurdJmmt anu0jai$hcharanti ’ [‘ The Anuyajas 
should be performed after the offering to Agm-Marut ’] [Then there are two 
Homos laid down as to be offered into the Dahmnagm Fire — (1) the ‘ Pista- 
lepa-homa \ in which all the clearing-substances that are found smeared 
in the stone-slabs, pans and other things are collected and poured as a 
libation, and (2) the Pha^korano-homa in which broken rice-grains are 
offered. — ^At the Jyotiafoma th^e two Eomm are offered after the Anuyajas ; 
— in the first passage quoted above, it is laid down that ‘ at the Savanlya, the 
Atmyajas are to be performed after the offering to Agni-Marut'']. 

In r^ard to this there arises the question: — Whrai, at the Savanlya, 
the Anuyajas are ‘ postponed ’ rill after the offering to Agni-Marut, do they 
cany with them also the two Homos into Daksin^ni (i.e. the Piatalepa- 
homa and the PhaWkarafM>-homa) ? 

On this question, the PUrvapaksa view is that “ those two Homos also 
become ‘ postponed % because they are related {to the Ameyajas) 

Against this we have the following Siddhanta . — ^The two Homas in 
•question should not be ‘ postponed *. Because the Anuyajas that appertain 
to the two Homas, are only related to them ; they are not impelled by the 
two Homas [ue. the Homas do not form the ‘ motive ’ behind the Anuyajas ; 
ie. it is not the presence of the two Homas that affords the occasion for the 
performance of the Arvwgajash in fact, the purpose oi Anwydjas is 
served by details belonging to acts other than the two Homm, [Hence 
the ‘ postponement ’ of the Anuyajas with its necessary details need not 
entail the ‘postponement’ of the two HomasJ] 

Further, the ‘ Order of Sequence ’ holds among things (acts), not among 
the ‘ motives ’ (or purposes) of those things ; because as a rule several things 
render their help at one and the same time, — as we are going to show later on. 
[That is, when there is a desire to know — How, in what manner, a certain 
Bhdvand is t-o be accomplished, all the help rendered by all the details of 
procedure come to the mind simultaneously j so that the connection of every 
one of these details is aJso sinaultaneotis ; hence there can be no order of 
sequence among them — at the time that we are simply enquiring after the 
Procedure. — Tuptikd.^ 

Then again, where the Order of Sequence holds is the coming into existence 
of the things (or details) ; and the reason for this is that the commg wOo 



SHABARA-BHlSYA 


i'-.viatence (i.e. ijorformanee) of oach of th&se is laid dov^-si by separate words 
(texts); while the ‘Motive’ (or .purpose) of these thin.sts is nch (always) 
spoken of by separate words ; because the purpose of all is expressed 
siinultaiieously by the single ‘declaration of the ceremonial procedure which 
takes in all the details with itself. 

tor these reasons, the eo?«.«nf/ itito existence (performunee) tif the 
Anuj/ajas cannot carry along with it anything else ; heuet^ there should be 
no • postponement ’ of the two in Daksinayni Fire (whi'ii the Atmydjas 

are ‘ postponc-'d ’). 

Lastly, the text laying down the ‘ postponement ’ of the. Aiu(>iajas 
helving served its purpose by ‘postponing’ the Anuytljm only, there 
can be iiotliing to justify the disturbance of the natural course of the two 
//ow/rs in the Da^'si^yni Fire. 






Adhikarana (16) I At ike Darshorsacrifice, there is no 
^ anticipatimi ’ of the details ending with the ‘ Mimana, ’ 
of the Oakm. 

jCake-s piatwi uptm tht? h©&t«d pans are covered up with ashm from the 
Gd^rhapatyu Fire ; — this is called * Ahhivasemot 

80TRA (29). 

Smilabe-y also 'ihat wsoegh has no antecbdent [shotod noy be 
‘ anticipated ’], 



In connection with tbe I)ar«te-FMr«am5«i, there is to be an Altar, the 
erecting of which has been laid down as to be done at both sacrifices after 
the ‘ Alhivasamt'' of tiwi Ckkes ; but in r^ard to the Dm-sha sacrifice, there 
is a text which lays down the ‘anticipation’ of the erection of the Altar— 
‘ Purvedyummavdayayam tMim kanAi ’ [At the Amavasyd or Darsha sacrifice, 
the Altar is erected on the premious day 

In regard to this, thero arises this question — ^When the erecting of the 
Altar is anticipated does it, — or does it not — carry along with it all the 
details preceding it (down to the Ahhivamna of the Cake) ? 

The Purvapah^a view is that— “ it does carry all these along with it, 
as they are all connected with it 

The Siddhanta is follows — Swtilaiiy also that which has no cmtecedenL 
That is, the erecting of the Altar has been laid down as to be done on the 
previous day, in connection with the Amdvasya {Darsha) sacrifice, which has 
no Archetype preceding it ; the ‘ Abhiv&sana ’ of the Cake is laid down for 
both sacrifices (the Zhrsha as. well as the Pimumasa) as to be done on the 
morrow. But there is neither Direct Assertion nor any other [of the proofs 
of ‘Sequence’ — UHUty, Verbal Text, Commencement, Place, Principal] indi- 
calang that * at the AmdoSsyd sacrifice the Altar should be erected after 
having done the Abhivasana For these reasons the details «=»ndmg with 
the Ahhivdscma should not be ‘ anticipated ’ (done on the previous day). 
In fact, if the Abhivasana (covering up with hot ashes on heated pans) 
were done on the previous day, the Cakes would be reduced to ashes (by 
the time of their offering on the next day). 



Adhikaeaka ( 17 ) : The. * Postponement ’ of the ‘ SdyitapanJya 
Sacrifice^ should not lead to the * postpcniement ^ 
of the ‘ Agnihotra 
SOTRA (30). 

[PObvapaksa continued] — “ The ' SantapanIya * shoulh ‘ postpone ’ 

THE AgNIHOTEA, AS OTHERWISE IT WOULD BE DEFECTITE : JUST 
AS IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ SaVANAS 

Bhdsya. 

Among the Chaturmasya sacrifices, there is the SdkamMha Huerifieo, 
of which there is a part called the ‘ Santapaniya 1st I laid down in the 
text — ' Marudhhyah sdntapan^hyo madhyandine charum nirmpati' ['At 
midday one should offer cooked rice to Mamts-Sdntapanas ’] (Taitti. Sam. 
1. 8. 4. 1). [And naturally it is after this I^ti has been performed at midday 
tliat the Evening-offerings of the Agnihotra are made]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^If, on account of some 
obstacle, due to god or man, the Sdntapana be ‘ postponed ’ [i.e. somehow 
continued till the evening], does it— or does it not — lead to the ‘ postpone- 
ment ’ of the Agnihotra ateo ? 

On this question, the PUrmpaksa view is as follows : — “ The Santapaniya, 
■should postpone the Agnihotra, as otherwise it would he defective, just as in the 
case of the Savanas. — ^If the Agnihotra were not postponed [and it were done 
in course of the SaiUdpanlya, before this was finished], then it would liave 
to be offered in the Fire which had been kindled for the Sdntapamhya, which 
(naturally) will have been kindled at a time other tlian that prescribed for 
the Agnihotra [and also without the mantras laid down in connection with the 
Agnihotra\ and to this extent the Agnihotra offered would be defective. In 
•order to avoid this defect, the Agnihotra should be postponed [till after the 
completion of the Santapaniya, when, the SdrUapanlya fire being removed, 
a fresh fire would be kindled with the proper Agnihotra-marUras]. — Just as 
in the case of the Savanas ; — in the case of the Savanas, if, by some reason 
due to god or man, the Morning Savona becomes protracted and goes on till 
after midday, the Midday Savana becomes postponed (till the completion 
of the Morning Savana) ; the same should be done in the ca.se in question 
also.” 

SUTRA (31). 

.[PCevapax.sa concluded] — ^“Also because there would be no 

INTERVENTION.” 

Bhd§ya. 

” By postjjouiug tlie Agnihotra there would also be this advantage that 
ihare would he no intervention between the Santapaniya and the AgmhoPra ; 
so that the order of socjucnce (between the Santapaniya and the Ayndhotra) 
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ABHYAYA Y, I, AI>BtIlA.KAHA (17). 

would he mainta.m<Ki. Evil effeote beea declared as following from 

the disiurbanee of the order of seqi^oe--‘ Th© whole sacrifice becomes 
destro\-ed, if, in course of tlie prooedtscre of c«a© sacrifice, the procedure of 
another is intrtKiucod ” 

SOTEA (32). 

[»5IDI>HAN'TA]~-*TheEE SHOtJLB BB BO POSRPPONBMBHT fOF !EHE 
AuBtHOTBA) ; AS THBB® W HO COHHBCTION. 

Bha^. 

The Sdniapanlya is not a part (or stibsidiary) of the Agnihoira; nor is 
Agnthotra a part of the SdrUapamya, Henc?e the Sd^pamga may be per- 
formtKl after the Agnihotm ; and the Agnihotra should not be postponed. 

SOTEA (33). 

Also because the occasion fob tsb Aonthotba will have abbived. 

The occasion for the performance of the Agnihotra will have arrived • 

such occasion being laid down in the text — * Sagam iuhoti, praiarjvJwti, 
•udUejvhoti, anudUe juh<)ii, prcUhcmdsUtmUe jichoti, sandhau jiAwti, nakaatrdni 
drptvdjuhcai ’ [‘ He should offer the oblaticms in the evening, — ^in the morning, 
— at sunrise, — before sunrise, — immediately at sunset, — at the junction- 
time of Day and Night, — on seeing the stars ’] (Taitti. Bra. 2. 1. 2. 7). — Thia 
occasion should never be passed over. For idiis reason also there should 
be no postponement of the Agnihoira . — ^What has been urged (under Su. 
30) regarding the Agrnii^otra-offering becoming ‘defective’, — on postpone- 
ment also, the performance would be defective, inasmuch as it would be 
done at a time other than the right one, — “ For the sake of the fulfilment of 
other conditions, the comparatively less important injuncticm of timp. might 
well be ignored — ^Not so ; because the Time is an essential factor ; 
and if that were ignored, the entire performance would be done in an un- 
authorised manner. — ^That the time is an essential factor foUovra from the 
fewst that it has not been laid down as something to be secured ; in fact, the 
Locative Ending (in ‘wdite’, '' sandhau' etc.) cannot have the sense of 
location ; it has therefore to be taken as connoting an essential condition. 

It has been argued (under Sti. 30) that “the present case should be 
treated like the case of die Savanas — Our answer to this is as follows — 

SUTEA (34). 

In the case of the Savanas, thebe is postponement 

BECAUSE THEBE IS CONNECTION. 

Bhasya. 

One Bavana is oormeoted with another Bavcma , — ^because ooth are con- 
nected with the same sacrifice. Hence it is only right that in that case 
the postponement of one should mean the postponement of the other. 


Abhikabana (18) : jPAe Sodkzshin^ shouM be post j)07ied in 
pufsmbme of the ‘ UUhya 

StJTRA (36), 

By EEASON OY ITS CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ UkTHYA V 'J'HE 
‘ SOBASHI’ [SHOITLD BE POSTPONED]. 

Bkdaya. 


In connection with Jyoti^icma, we read with reference to the ^’odashin 
^ Tam paraiudiamuTsMhyBhyo vigrhnati^ [‘One should take up the Sodashin 
after the ’] (Taitti. Saih. 6, 6. U. 6). 

The question that arises is— If, for some reason, emanating frcnn God 
or man, the Ukthyas become postponed (or prolonged), should, or should not, 
the ^o^shin also be postponed ? 



The Purvapakm view is as follows “ The ^odmhin should not, be post- 
poned;— why ?— because it is only when there is no postponement of the 
Sodashin that its hymn becomes recited at the prescribed time,— this time 
having been prescribed in the text— ‘ One recites the hymn of the ^^oda»hm 
•at the time when neither the Sun nor the Stars are visible — For this reason 
there should be no postponement 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta The $odashm should 
be postponed why ?— decanse of its connection with the Vlahya. The 
^o^hin has been declared to be connected with the Ukthyas in the text— 
‘One should take up the ^odaahin after the Ukthvas\—Tf<^y^,^ 


End of Pdda i of j^dhydya V. 



ADHYAYA V. 




PABA II. 


StJTPA (I). 


[POrvapak;.^a]~“ When there are several Principals concregated 

TOtJETHER, THE ENTIRE PERFORMANCE OF ALL THE RITES SHOULD 
BE COMPLETE WTTH EACH OF THEM.” 


Bhd§ya. 


In connection with the VS^ap^fa sacrifice, we read — ‘ SaptadusJia 
prdjapatyan pashundlabhit'i ’ [‘ One shoidd sacrifice seventeen animals dedi- 
cated to Prajapati ’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. 3. 4. 3). — ^In connection with thp Agnl- 
sormya Animal (which is the Archetype of all aninoals) — certain consecrating 
rites have been laid down, all which become transferred to the said seven- 
teen animals, by the General I^w (‘ The Eiotype is to be performed like the 
Archetype). 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^Are the rites to be all 
done to the first animal, then all to the second, and so forth ? Or the 
first rite is to done to all the animals, then the second to all the animals, and 


The Purmpaksa view on this question is as follows : — “ All the rites 
should be completed with each of them ; — ^why ? — because in this manner 
alone would the proximity of the Principal (to the rites) be maintained ; 
if any other method were adopted, proximity would be removed. — Just 
as in the ease of one receiving many” hcmm in gift, when it comes to the 
offering of the several cakes (as expiaisit^ of the sin of the gift), all the 
offerings in connection vsnth one hocse-^e completed before those in con- 



shababa-bh1§ya : 
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SUTRA (2). 

[SiDOhInTA] — ^IN GONNECTIOK with all animals, ONI* kind of HITE 

SHOULD BE PEEFOBMBD FIRST, BECAUSE EVEN SO THE OeDEE 

OF Sequence is maintained. 

Bhasya, 

As a matter of fact, the rite of one kind should be performed first-— 
•‘What would be the gain in this?” — Concomitance would be preserved; 
the concomitance (association) of all the animals has been directly asserted 
in the text ‘ Vaishvadevim hrtvd pashitbhishchaharanti ’ [* After . performing 
the sacrifice to Vishvedevaa, they should proceed to deal with the animals’] 
(where it is indicated that all the anitnaJs are to be dealt with together 
at one and the same time). 

“ In that case between the first rite to' the first animal and the second 
rite to the same animal there would be an intervention due to the first rite 
being done to all the animals before the second is done to the first animal 

This does not affect our position. Because even so an order of sequence 
is preserved ; for the first rite done to the second animal is the same first 
rite that had been done to the first animal, — and not a different rite; and 
intervention is caused when something different comes in between two things. 

SOTRA (3). 

[In THE INSTANCE CITED] THERE IS PERFOBMANCE OF ALL THE RITES 
OVER ONE (then OF ALL TO THE SECOND AND SO ON), BECAUSE 
THERE IS A SPECIAL REASON. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that ” in the case of the offering of several Cakes, 
the system of doing one rite for all, (then the second rite for sdl) and so 
forth is not adopted”. — ^This has to be refuted; and this refutation is as 
follows : — ‘ There is performance of all the rites over one, became th^e is a 
special reason ; this special reason is that if the system of one rite being 
done to all (then the second to all) were adopted, then by the time that the 
adhishrayana (Heating on Fire) would be done to all the thousand cakes, 
the first cake would have dried up and its kneading would be impossible. 










Adhikaeana (3) : * — -The 

Pnmiph of the Composite WhoU : In '"the erne o/ 

‘ Musti ’ (Eandful), ‘ Kapdla ’ (Pm) and the 
like, the adt is one composite whole, 

StJTRA (4). 

CPubvapak?a]— “ In the case of (Handful), ‘Kap1la» 

(Pan), ‘Avadana’ (slicing), ‘ASjana’ (C^llybium) 

‘ AbhyaUjana ’ (Anointing), ‘ Vafana ’ (Shaving of ’ 
the Head) and ‘Pavana’ (Pubifying), — each 

INDIVIDUAL ACT IS COMPLETE IN ITSELF. 

Bhdsya. 


[There are the following texts— (a) ‘ Cfuituro muspin nirvapaii ’ Throws 
tour JmvdfuLa mto the basket), -(6) kapm&ni upadadMir (‘He 

sets up eight pans (c) ' Dvirha^o ’ vadyati nmdhyadamdyaii purmrdhad 
avadyatt ( Shoes twice out of the offering-material, sHces out of the centre 
shoes out of the front half ^ TriramV {‘Applies collyrium to the 
eyes thrice ),—(«) ^ Dihsitawbhydmr (‘Anoints the imitated sacrificer’) 
— (/) Pratidiaham tristrirmpati ^ (‘In each direction he shaves the head 
toe ^Chitpatiatvapundtu iti aaptdbhirmuhhaid (Pronouncina 

the words ‘ Ghitpatiatvd punatu ’ he touches the mouth seven times ’).] 

In regard to these ‘ Handfuls ’ and. the rest, there arises the question— 
Is a smgle ‘ Handful ’ to be treated as a complete act ?— Or the fdur handfuls 
(as a composite whole) are to be treated as a complete act ? 

The P^vapakaa view is as follows A single ‘handful’ constitutes 
an Why so ?— Because what constitutes one act is the ih/towing into the 
hmhet of a smgle Handful, and not the throwing into the basket of all the 
four handfula.—Why so ?— On the ‘ throwing in ’ of the single ‘ handful ’ 
the man’s effort (aim) would be completely accomplished [and if a second 
or subsequent ‘throwing in’ would be done, these would be the effect of 
other efforts, and this difference in the ejfori would make the resultant acts also 
different— says TupPtha] ; and it cannot be said that ‘ nothinghas been thrown 
in’, nor could it be said that the ‘throwing in* had not been done, when the 
has been actually thrown in. Nor again can it be said that there 
IS no useful purpose served by the throwing m of a single handful Further 
u^ess one Handful (the first) is thrown in, it is not possible for the number 
four to be accomplished r because afthr aU the term ‘ four ’ is meant to 
quahfy the ‘ handful ’.—From all this, iFfpllows that every single ‘handful’ 
(thrown m) should be regarded as a complete act [and should be performed aS 
"-ch smgly, by itselfl.— Similarly in the case of the texts (6) ‘ Sets up 
■ , (c) ‘ Shoes from the centre, slices from the frontal half ’ (f) 

^ollvrmm (e) ‘ Anoints (/) ‘ Shaves ’ and (g) ‘ Pnrifi^ ’ - 







ADHiKAEAisrA (4) : The mt of * AvaddTia^ extefids up utid' 
includes the actual * offering \ 

StJTRA (6). 

ThB action (of ‘ OFFEEING ’) BEING A CONJUNCT ONE, THE ‘ SMCINO V 
SHOUED BE BEGAEDBD AS PART OF THE ACT OF ‘ OPFBEING ’ 
BECAUSE IT IS THB FIRST STEP IN THAT ACT; SPECIALLY 
BECAUSE THE ‘ SLICING ’ IS DONE ONLY FOB THE 
PUEPOSE OF ‘ OFFERING 

Bkdmfa. 

Tn connection with the Darsha-Punwmdsa we read — * Dmrlmvifo^ m~ 
[‘He slices tw’ice out of the oifering-materiar] (Shatapatha. Bra. 
4 . 4 . 3 . 9 ). 

Tn regard to t-his there arises the question — Is the act complete with 
the mere ‘slicing’ ? Or does it commence with the ‘slicing’ and end with 
the ‘ offering ’ ? 

The Puroapaksa view is that “ the action is complete with the mere 
‘ slicing ’ ; — why so ? — bc^caiise it is a distinct act by itself ; as a matter 
of fact, the ‘ slicing ’ is an independent act by itself, because the effort of the 
agent ends with it, and because it is spoken of by an independent verb 
‘ madyaii ’, ‘ slices ’ 

In answer to this, we have the foDowing Siddhdnta: — The action of 
* offering ’ being a conjunct one, the ‘ slicing ’ should he regarded as part of the act 
of ‘ offering ’ ,■ because it is the first step towards thai act : specially because the 
‘ slicing ’ is dons only for the purpose of ‘ offering ’ ; that is, the * slicing ’ 
is not a distinct act by itself ; in fact, it is only the first step in the act of 
‘ offering If that w^ere not so, then the ‘ slicing ’ would have to be taken 
as serving only a transcendental purpose. — [Though it is already implied 
in the act of ‘ offering yet] it is laid down over again (by means of the 
■vevh avadyad') for the pinpose of laying down the particular numbei 
(‘ two ’). Hence we conclude that tlie ‘ slicing ’ is only a part of an act ; 
and the declaration of the ceremonial procedure of an act is not meant tc 
lay down the oonoomitanee of any part of the action. — ^Hence the conclusion 
is that the action is completed with the act of ‘ offering 



Adhikakana (5) : The ad of ’ of the Smrifkial 

Post is k) be taken as edmding to mid including 
the ‘ Engirdling ’ of it 

SBTBA (7). 

The set of acts begiknino with ' ahoihting ’ and ■ ending wrm 

‘ ENGIBDLING ’ [SHOULD BE TREATED AS ONE COMPLETE ACT 
BECAUSE OF THE DIRECT ASSERTION.] 

Bhasya. 

At the Jyotis^)ma, in connection with the Aqnlsormya animal, there 
is a Sacrificial Post ; in connection with which certain aet-s (rites) have been 
laid dowm in the shape of ‘ anointing ’ [‘ raising ‘ making of the hole'in 
the ground * the enlarging of the low'er end ’ and ‘ engirdling with a rope 
in the middle In regard to all these rites when going to be performed at 
the Yupai&adasfhim (where there are eleven Sacrificial Posts), there arises 
the qu^tidn — Is each of these rites to he' treated as complete in itself, and 
hence as to be performed ^ch by itself (in connection with each of the eleven 
posts, after which the second rite is performed in connection .with each of 
them, and so on) ? Or is the whole set of rites beginning with ‘anointing ’ 
and ending with * engirdling ’ to be treated as one complete act and hence 
as to be performed all together in connection with each of the Posts ? 

On this question, the SiddharUa is as follows : — The whole set of acts, 
beginning with * anointing ’ and ending with ‘ engirdling ’ , should be treated 
as (Jne complete act. — Why 1 — Becaux of the direct assertion to the effect 
that * from the anoitUing till the end of the engirdling^ the Sacrificer shall 
not leave the Sacrificial Post’ (Taitti. Bra. 3. 8. 19. 1) ; it is not possible 
to do the ‘ anointing ’ and other rites one by one to each of the Posts, and 
yet not leave an individual Post. Hence it follows that the whole set of 
rites ending with ‘ engirdling ’ is to be performed together to each Post. 

StJTRA (8). 

[Objection] — “ The ‘ non-leaving ’ (of the Post) is due to a 

SPECIAL REASON ; JUST LIKE THE ADDITION OF A "VESSEL.” 

Objection — “Each rite &ould be dealt with as independent; as it is 
only thus that the concomitance indicated m the declaration of the ceremonial 
procediu'e would be observed^-^As regards^ direction that the Sacrificer 
shall not leave the Sacrificial Post from ^e time of the Anointing down to 
the Engirdling, —thie i.s observed at #e Archetype 'Tor a special reason', 
this reason or purpose consisting m tfeo fact that thereby the Sacrificer 
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renders help to the Adhmryu Priest (in the ‘raising’ of the Post); — it is 
only when taken thus that the ‘ non-leaving ’ (of the Post, by the* Sacrifieor) 
serves a visible purpose ; otherwise it would have to be taken as stTving an 
invisible (transcendental) purpose. The General Law (that the Eotypa is 
to be done like the Archetype) does not transfer to the Ectype su(.ii details 
of the Archetype as are done at this latter for special reasons, Conseqiu'ntly 
the Sacrifieer could certainly leave off the first Post (after its anointhuh and 
before the other rites), vrhen the occasion arose for the ‘ raisitig ’ of the 
second Post. Just as, when it is laid down that ‘the Anuydjafi are to bo 
performed with Pf^adajya (Clarified Butter and Curd) an additional vessel 
has to he brought in for the holding of this Mixed Butter.” 

SUTRA (9). 

[Answer] — That cannot be ; because the ‘ not leaving ’ is in 

, ACCORDANCE WITH A VeDIC TeXT ; WHILE THE OTHER IS A MERE 
argument ; AS REGARDS THE ADDITION OF A VESSEL, 

THAT IS DUE TO A SPECIAL CIRCUMSTANCE. 

Bhdsya. 

It cannot be right to deal with each rite as an independent unit, the 
right course is to deal with all the rites ending with ' Erigirdling’ as one 
collective gnih— As for the ‘ not-leaving ’ of the Post at the Archetype, it 
is in accordance with a Vedic text (not due to a special reason, as alleged) ; 
because as for the help rendered to the Adlmtryu, this latter could very well 
raise the Post even without the help of the Sacrifieer. — “ It would be more 
convenient [for the Adhvaryu to raise the Post with the Sacrificer’s help].” 
— [If this convenience were the sole purpose of tire Sacrificer’s not-leaving 
the Post] this would militate against the Injunctive word, as the sole 
purpose of the said not-leaving would be restricted to the visible purpose 
(of convenience) ; just like the rule relating to facing the east at the time 
of eating.' — ^Thus on account of the impossibility of the alternative suggested 
by the Opponent, the whole set of the rites in question is to be dealt with 
as one unit. — As for the declaration of the ceremonial Procedure (whose 
authority has been invoked by the Opponent), that is a mere argument ; 
and the General Law (that the Ectype is to be done like the Archetype) 
is certainly more authoritative than that. — As regards the addition of a 
vessel, than has to be done only for a special purpose (of holding a new 
miit(irial in the .shape of the BvMer and Ourdt Praaddjya). 



Adhikarana (6) : In tkft cme of (a) * dicing for the deities 
(h) ^dicing for the Stiskikrt' and {c) \dimig for 
rating \ emh ^ dicing "" is to be dealt icifh as a 
separate unit, 

HOTRA {!{)), 


[FCbvapak-^a] — ** In the case of a number of animals, all the 

‘ HLIGINQ ’ SHOULD BE FINLSHBD WITH BACH OF THE ANIMALS 
(BEFORE THEY ABE DONE TO THE OTHER ANIMAL) ; BECAUSE 
EACH ANIMAL IS AN INDEPENDENT ENTITY 


At the Vdjapiya sacrifice, there are (seventeen) animals dedicated to 
Pmjapati. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — In connection with each 
individual animal, are all the alicinga for the deities to be done, then (5) the 
slicings for the Soistakri offering, and (c) slicings for eating [and then the same 
slicings are to be done to the second animal, and so on] ? — Or are all the slicings 
for deities of all the animals to be treated as a unit, — similarly ail the slicings 
for the Svistakrt offermg, — and all the slicings for eating, — to all the animals ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows All the three kinds of slicing 
are to be done out of one animal and the offering made into the Fire [then 
the same out of the second animal] and so on ; — because such has been 
. declared to be the coxirse at the Archetype [as explained under AdMkarafyt 
(1) above] ; and when this is what is done in connection with the animalfl 
at the Archetype, then the same should be done in connection also with the 
animals dedicated to Prajapati, in accordance with the General Law (of tiie 
Ectype being done in the same manner as the Archetype) 


StJTRA (11). 


Lew is not oorrecti In fact, the ‘ slicings for deities * 
to be done along with the ‘ slicings for deiti^ ’ (out of 
he ‘ shcinga fcrtr of one animal) are 

the ‘ ali cingft ’ (out of other animals), — 

‘ :• ■ ; I i l-i c ; I , „ » . ■ ' • 

1 1 iii? Ui i k-itl-l 'i i ' -• ? > f : “ 1- • r. 
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and the- ‘ slicings for eating ’ (out of one animal) are to be done along with 
the ‘ slicings for eating’ (out of the other animals).— “ Why so ? ” — Be.raitse, 
all the slicings of one kind form one act ; thus it is that all these slicings of one 
kind come to be done together . — As regards what is laid down in connecti<m 
with the Archetype, in regard to the various kinds of slicings, in the following 
text— ‘ Having done the slicings for deities, one should not make the oifering 
with that alone, — ^the slicings for SvisfakrU should be done ; after having 
done the slicings for SvistakH, one should not make the offering with that 
alone, — ^the aUcingsfor eating should be done — ^this direction is not militated 
against if one does the slicings for deities along with other slicings for deities ; 
because even though doing the slicings for deities (out of all the animals), 
one does not make the offering, he goes on to do ihe slicings for Svistakrt 
(again, out of all the animals) ; and yet even thot^h doing those slicings for 
Svi^tahft, he does not make the offering ; — ^he goes on to do the slicings 
for eating [and it is only the offering that is prohibited in the text just quoted]. 
— ^From aU this it follows that each kind of slicing is to be done out of all 
tihe animals before another kind is done. 

SUTRA (12). 

Also bboattse the Maittra serves a tjseehl purpose, 
Bhd§ya. 

If the Siddhdnta view is accepted, then the Manota-Mantra (TaittL 
Sam. 3. 6. 10. 1) may be recited once only [in connection with one kind of 
slicing'], done out of all the animals. On the other hand [according to the 
Purvapaksa view, by which, even one kind of slicing will be done out of the 
wveral animals at different times] the Mantra would have to be recited 
in turn in connection with each of the animals. — ^Prom this also it follows 
that the slicings for deities should be done along with slicings for deities, 
the slicings for Svistakrt along with slicings for SvisfakH and the slicings 
for ecMng along with slicings for eating. 


Adhikakana (7): One tvMle * Ulukhala^ — -Wooden Mortar 
— is to be used at the ‘ BciJhiiMja''Sacrifiee \ a sacrifice 
at which several kinds of seeds are offered. 

SOTRA (13). 

At. THE ‘ NInIbija ’ saceifice, there should be ohly one Wooden 
Mortar; as that is fit (for use). 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the Bajasuya, the ‘ Nanab^a ’ sacrifice has been 
enjoined — ‘ Agnaye grhapatayS ptiro^shwna^takapCUam nirmpet, Somaya 
vana^patayB shyamakam charum, and so forth ’ [' To Agni~Qrhapati, one 
should offer the Cake baked on eight pans ; to Soma-Vomxispati, the cooked 
Shywnaka-covn, etc. etc. ’] (Taitti. 1. 8. 10. 1). — -There is the Threshing which 
is done at the Archetypal sacrifice (to the corns that are used as offering- 
material). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is one and the same Wooden 
Mortar to be used for the threshing of all the corns, one after the othear ? 
Or should there be seireral Wooden Mortars used simultaneously ? 

“ Why should any such question arise ? ” 

The basis of the doubt lies in the fact that, if the spreading oj the antelope- 
skin (under the Morter) and other details are to be treated as separate and 
independent acts, then there should be as many mortars as there are varieties 
of the com to be used ; whereas, if the whole set of acts, beg innin g with the 
spreading of the anMope-skm and ending with the securing of die threshed 
grains, be treated as one composite unit,-— then the same Mortar should 
.do "for ^ all ■ ■ 

The iSiddh&nta view is that there should be only one Wooden Mortar ; — 
why t — because that is fit for being med in turn (for all the corns) ; and so 
long as the desired purpose is served by the use of one Mortar, the bringing 
in of another would be useless, — ^Hence we conclude that one and the same 
Mortar is to be used in common (for the threshing of all the corns in question). 

StJTRA (14), 

There should be multiplication (of Mortars) ; 

CAUSE THE REOULAR ORDER POINTS TO THAT 
^.' OONOLUSrON 

Bhasya. 

shouldbe midtiplieaBon~--<>i.mor^8 beciuifsc the fixed regular 
licated by the verbal texts could bo maintained only if the 
all the corns were done together} — (b) also because each of the 


’hreshin 



threshitigs has beea taken, as an independent act; — (c) bec'^nse such details 
as the spreading of the ardelope-skin and the rest are all to be regarded as 
distinct act8> — ^the effort involved in each being complete in itself, and each 
of them being spoken of by means of a distinct terra, like ‘ spreading ’ and 
the rest. — ^From all this it follows that there shotild bo multiplication 
[multiplicity of mortars].” 

SUTBA (15). 


[Answer] — In reality there should be only one (Mortar) 

WHAT IS REQUIRED IS THil SECURING OF THE FINISHED 3EEICE ; THE 
‘ THRESHING ’ BEING FOR THAT PURPOSE. 


Bhdsya. 


In reality there shoutid be only one-mortar — ased by turns ; — l^eginning 
from f?ie spreading of the antelope-skin and ending with the securing of the 
finished rice, it is all one act (spoken of by the comprehensive terra ‘ Threshing ’); 
the spreading of the antelope-skin being the eorauiencement of the act of 
‘Threshing’, and all that follows, up to the obtaining of the finished grain, 
is part of the same. Because the act of ‘ Threshing ’ is done for the purpose 
of securing the finished grain. In this way, we avoid the necessity of assuming 
unseen (transcendental) results as following from the spreading of the 
antelope-skin and other details, as also from Threshing [which, as shown 
above, is regarded as leading to the seen result, in the shape of the Rice ], — 
Thus we conclude that one and the same Mortar is to be used in common, 
(for all the corns). 


Adhikarana (8) : At the Agnisomiya-aniriml-sacnjicef the 
m^sds for the ‘ Praydja ’ and the ‘ Anuydja ’ 
should be distinct 

SUTRA (16). 

At the ECTiTB, THERE SHOULD BE A DIFFERENT VESSEL FOR THE 
AnUYIJAS ; BECAUSE ITS PURPOSE IS DIFFERENT. 



At the Jyotistotna, there is tlie Ag'?iiTO»iiya-aniinal-sacrific9 ; in comiec- 
tion with that we read — ‘ Prsaddjyena anuyajdn yajati ’ [‘ One should offer 
the Anuyd^as with Curd-Butter’] (Taitti. Sam, 6. 3. 11. 6). 

In regard to tiiis, there arises the question. — ^Is one and the same vessel 
to be used at the Praydjas and the Anuydjas, for holding the Clarified Butter 
(used at the Praydjas) and the Curd-Butter (used at the Anuydja^) ? Or, 
are there to be different vessels ? 

The Purmpaksa view is that “ there should be only one v^el ; — why ? 
— because at the Archetype (i.e. the Jyotistoma) there is only one vessel ; 
hence here too there should be only one 

The Siddhdnta is as follows : — There shotdd be a different vessel ; — ^why ? — 
became its purpose is different. Pure Clarified Butter is used at the 
Praydjas, and the mixed (Curd-Butter) is used at the Anuydjas ; so that if 
the mixed (Curd-Butter) were contained in the vessel, then there wotild be 
a discrepancy in the performance of the Praydjas (at which the offerings 
should consist of pure Clarified Butter) ; — on the other hand, if the vessel 
contain pitre Clarified Butter, then there would be a discrepancy in the 
performance of the Anuydjas (where the offerings should consist of mwed 
Curd-Butter) ; nor is it possible to keep the two substances separate (in one 
and the same vessel). If it were possible to put in some sort of a barrier 
between tlie two substances in the vessel, at the time of offering, the two 
would be sure to become mixed up. — ’Purther, if both the substances 
were kept in the same UpobArt-vessel, it would have to be larger and hence 
of a shape and siipe other than that prescribed for the Upahhrt, so that it 
would cease to be an ‘ Upahhrt ‘‘ ; the sise pr^cribed for the Upahhrt is 
that its 'puskaraU container, should be of the size of the Hcmd and that 
it should have only one container. 

It might be argued that— Prataddjya (mixed Curd and Clarified Butter) 
is also djya (Clarified Butter) ; 'SO that if they are mixed up, there is no 
harm 

It is not SO ; at the Archetypal’ SaiCjJ&e,"*' sprinkling out ’ anH ‘ Examin- 
ing ’ are done to the Clarified Buttfer wtth the sole view that there may be 
no other substance mixed with it. ■ Such, being the case, it would be very 
%vrong if the Praydjas were offered mixed Curd-Butter. , , . ‘ 
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Further, if the two siibstances were kept in a single vessel, there would 
certainly be some shortage in the quantity of the offering-material (at the 
later sacrifice, Anuyaja).—^or would it be possible to add more of the 
material (and make up the shortage) after the completion of the Prayaja ; 
because at the original Archetype, the supply of all the materials has to be 
got in at one and the same time ; so that at the Ectype also it will have to 
be done at one and the same time. 

From all this it follows that there should be two distinct vessels. 


Adhikaeana ( 9 ) : The Narista~horm should he performed 
before the XJpah&mas. 

. SUTEA (17). 

What comes feom the omginal abchetype shoitlb be perfoemed 
first; what is hew oomisg at the end : because three 

CAN BE NO SUBSIDIARY LAID DOWN FOB WHAT HAS 
NOT BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Fire-laying Rite there is Naheairesti^ in connection with 
winch w© read Agnaye krUihabhyah pmo^asharrmataMpaMm nirmpU,. 
sotra jvhoti agnaye svaM krUiMbhyah miShd 

To Agni and the Krttikas one should offer the cake baked on eight 
pans; he should offer the oblations saying— Agfnaye amha, Krttihakhyah 
(Taitti. Bra. 3. 1. 4. 1); where these and other subsidiary homos 
( Upahomas) are laid down ; at the original archetype of these there are certain 
h<ymae called ‘ Ndrigtahoma \ 

la regard to this, there arises the question— Which of these should be 
performed first ? — ^the Ndrista-homa or the Upahomas ? 

On this question we have the following Siddhanta ; ^What comes from 
the original archetype should be performed first, what belongs to the ectype 
coming at the end why ?— because it is only when an action has been 
enjoined in its complete form that a subsidiary to it is prescribed ; for in- 
stance, it is only when the son has been bom that a toy is provided for Mm. 

StiTRA (18). 

[Objbotion]— “ Accoeding to ateeya what belongs to the Ectype 

SHOULD BE PERFORMED IMMEDIATELY AFTER THE PRINCIPAL 

Sacrifice ; as rr is equal to it in being prescbibed 
BY A Vedic Text : as fob those that come from 
thh original Archetype, they may be 
~ removed further”. 



Ohiection : — “ Atreya has held that what belongs to the Ectype shotild 
romr immediately afte/the PHndpal Saorifiee i what comes from the original 
Arch.>tvpc is done afterw^ards. As a matter of fact, in tlie Vodic text, the 
ect^'pai acA is actually found to be mentioned immediately after tho 
Principal Sacrifice ; hence it follows that the Upahomas (which are ectypal) 
should -ome first, and then the Ncbrisfa-honuis ; those that come front 
the Archetype may be further removed, because tliey arc not directly 


mentioned in the Vedio text [they are only inferred on the basis of the Cienerai 
Law that the Ectype is to be performed like the Archetype].” 

StJTEA (19). 

[Answer] — Accobdinq to BIdabIyana, the ectytal detaii^ should 

COME AT THE END; BECAUSE THOSE THAT COME FROM THE 

Archetype are such as are included in what is 

EXPRESSED BY THE WOfeDS LAYING DOWN THE 

Principal Sacrifice. 

Bhdsya. 

The teacher BMarayana has held the opinion that the ectypal details 
should be performed at the end. — Why ? — Because those that come from the 
Artdietype are smh as are included in what is eyrpressed, bp the ux>rds laying doxcn 
the Principal Sacri^x ; i.e. those details’ that belong to the Archetype are 
included in what fs expressed by the words laying ioLown the Principal 
Sacrifice; and the following words (which lay down the XJpahomas) — ‘.Be 
offers the oblation saying Agnaye svahd, KrtiikSbhyah avdhd, etc. etc. ’ — come 
after the words la3ang down the Principal Sacrifice. 

From all this it follows that in accordance with the Order of Sequence 
indicated directly by the Vedas, the Upahomas should come after the 
Ndrisiahotnas. 

StJTRA (20). 

Also because we find other texts pointing to the same 
conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

There is another text ailso which points to the same conclusion — 
' Adhvarasya purvamathdgrierupapraiti etat karma yadgnikarma ’ [‘ The Fire 
comes before the Sacrifice ; because the rites relating to the Fire come first ’] ; 
this shows that what is laid down later should be performed later. 




Adhikaeana ( 10 ): Exceptimi to the precedmg Adhikarana : 
The " Gambling ’ mid, other acts should he done before 
the ‘ Abhimka % ‘ Consecration by Water \ 

SUTRA (21). 

The place of the ‘ Abhi^iska ’ being fixed, the place of the acts 

PEEOEDING IT MUST BE THAT SAME ; BECAUSE THESE LATTEE 
AEl DIEECTLY CONNECTED WITH THAT PLACE ; THE 
OTHER BEING A MERE REASONING. 


Bhasya. 


In connection, with the Rajamya we read — \Ahsairdlvyati — Bhannah^ 
■shepamakhyapayati — Abhiaichyate ’ [‘ He gambles with dice, — recites the 
legend of Shuiiafiah^a — is consecraied by waier ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are the Qambling and the 
rest to be done at the end ? Or before the Consecration by Water ? 

The Purvapak^a view is that according to the principle laid down in 
the foregoing Adhikararuz — to the effect that ‘ according to Badarayana, 
the ectypal details come at the end’ — ^the acts of Gambling and the rest 
shotdd be don© at the end. 

In answer to this we have the following SiddMnta : — They should be 
performed before the ‘Consecration by Water’, whose place is fixed; the 

* Consecration by Water ’ has its place jBxed by the text, ‘ He is consecrated 
with water at the time of the Mdhendra hymn ’ ; and in observance of this 
direct assertion, the acts in question should be performed before the 

* Gonaeeratian by Water ’.—The other — i.e. what has been stated as the 
opinion of Bddarayaiya — ^is a mere argument [and hence has no authority 
as against the said Direct Assertion], 



Adhik ARANA ( 11 ) : The Sdvitra-homa^ and the other aets 
are to he performed before the ‘ Dlhsamyd \ 

SUTR-A (22). 

That (Ectypal detail) also which is mentioned before 

THE AbCHETYPAL DETAIL [SHOULD BE PEEFORMBD 
BEFORE THIS LATTER]. 


The Fire-laying Rite is enjoined in the text — ‘ Fa mxmvidiMnagnin- 
ch4mUe * [‘ One who knowing this seta up the Fire ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 6. 2. 1) ; 
in connection with this Rite, the Savitra-homas [oblation to Savitr], the 
Ukhammitharana [Preparing the Fire-place], the lapakd {Bricklasnng} and 
Paahu (Animal-sacrifice) have been mentioned before the IXkmmyd. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Are all these acts {Savitra^ 
homa and the rest) to be pearformed first ? Or the Dlk^anlya sacrifice 1 

The Purvapakaa view is that — “ the ectypal details should be performed 
at the end, in accordance with the principle that ‘ according to Bddarayami 
the ectypal details are to be performed at the end ” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^The SStntra-homa, 
the I^takda, the Animal-sacrifice, and the Ukhasambhamna should be per- 
formed first ; — ^why ? — ^because of the reading of the direct Vedic text ; 
that is, the Diksaniyd has been laid down, but before that have been laid 
down the Sdvitra-homa, the lapxkd, the Animal-sacrifice, and the Ukftd- 
aambharaw ; and hence it follows that these latter should be perf<5rmed 
first (before the Dlkaaiuyd). 




Adhieabana ( 12 ) : The MmbeUishmevds of the Smidfimr-are' 
to be performed before tdis Wemiryg of the 
gold^yrmumerd, 

St5TRA (23). 

When thebe is oollooation (of Eottpal and Abchetyfad details), 
THE ‘ Wearing of gold as pointed oht, should come 

AT THE END. 

Bha^a, 

In connection with Fire-laying, the ‘wearing of gold’ and such acts 
have been mentioned after the IXk^mya ; — and there are certain embelHsh- 
raents of the Saerifieer which come in from the Archetype by virtue of the 
General Law (relating to the Archetype and Ectype), who^ time of per- 
formance is about the same as the said * wearing of gold 

In connection with this, there arises the question— Is there no restriction 
as to the order in winch these acts are to be performed ? Or should the 
‘ wearing of gold ’ and the like be done first ? Or the embellishments of 
the Saerifieer ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that there is no restriction ; or just as, on the 
strength of the perceptible order of the ‘ Verbal texts the UkhasamitharaiuM 
and other acts are done before the Dtksaniyd (as explained imder the 
preceding Su. 22), so (on the same ground) the ‘ wearing of gold ’ and the like 
also should be done before the Dikmniyd 

Against this, we have the following SiddhdrUa : — The Embellishments of 
the Initiated Saerifieer should be performed first ; — ^why ? — because on the 
strength of the order of sequence of Verbal Texts in relation to the Dikaainyd, 
— and also on the strength of the General Law (relating to Archetypes and 
Ectypes), — ^both the acts in question (Embellishment of the Saerifieer and 
the wearing of gold) should be done after the Dikmp,lyd. As regards the 
order of sequence of these two acts in relation to themselves, — ^there is no 
perceptible order of verbal texts which wo\ild establish the precedence of 
the one or the other, as there was in the case of the UhhSaamhharcma. 
Bxit in connection with the Archetypal Sacrifice, the embellishments are 
mentioned first ; — and m connection with the Ectype, the wearing of gold 
is mentioned next ; — whence the order of sequence between them should be as 
pointed out by these two facts ; that is, the Ectypal should come at the end, 

. Question — “ [When the order of sequence is so clearly pointed out] 
why should there be any suspicion of tlmir collocation' ? ” 

Answer — ^As a matter of fact, it is th^ collocation that is manifest. — 
Or, we may take it as a doubtful statement ip regard to something on which 
there is no doubt ; as we find in .sueh assertions as — ‘Brahmanas learned 
in the Veda and performing many saerifiioes should attain the highest state, 





ADHYAYA V. 

pada in. 

Adhikabana (1) : The nuwhe/ra, ‘ Eleven ’ and the restf are 
to he made, wp hy all the performances collectively, 

SUTRA (1). 

{PtfBVAPAKi?A] — “T hebe shouu) be multiplication op the acts, 

BEOAirSE EAC5H ACT IS DIFPEBENT ; THE NUMBER THERBPORE 
MUST BE TAKEN AS APPERTAINING TO EACH INDIVIDUAL 
ACT,-^IiIKB THE ‘MIXED CuBD-BuTTEB 

BM^a. 

In connection with the Agniaomiya Animal, we read — ‘ Bkadasliapmyajan 
yajaAi ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 7. 6) — ‘ BjcMaahdnuydjdnyajaii ’ (Taitti. Sam. 
6. 3. H. 6) [* He offers eleven Praydja Sacrifices’, ‘He offers eleven Anuyaja 
Sacrifices’]; — again in connection with the Chaturmdsya Sacrifice , — '‘Nam 
praydjdn yajati, navdnuydjdn yajceti^ (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 3. 3) [‘ He offers 
nine Praydjas ; he offers nine Anuydjas ’] ; — again, in connection with the 
Fire-laying — ^ Sadupasadah^ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 3. 11. 6) [‘There are six 
Upasad offerings ’]. [At the Jyotistoma, which is the archetype of the 
Agnsdomiya, there are 'five Praydjas ’ and '■fim Anuydjas ’ and ‘ three 
XJpamds 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^Is the number ‘ eleven ’ 
— or, at the Chaturmdsya, the number ‘nine’, — or at the Fire-laying, in 
regard to the Upasads, the number ‘ six ’ — ^to be made up in connection with 
each of the five Praydjas — ^and each of the five Anuydjas — and each of the 
three Upasads ? Or is the number to be made up by all the performances 
(of the Praydja, or the Anuyaja, or the Upasads) collectively ? 

[At the Archetype, Jyotiatoma, there are jive Prayajas (^e Anuyajas and 
three upasads), the Ectype, Agnisomlya, there are to be eiewe/t Prayajas. The 
question is — ^How is the number eleven to be made up ? • Does it mean that each 
of the jive Prayajas is to be repeated eleven times, there being fifiy-jive in all ? • Or, 
does it mean that the whole lot of jive is to be repeated collectively, twice — thus 
making up the number ten, and as the ehmemih, the last one of the Prayajas is to 
be done once again ?] 

On this question we have the following Purvapaksa — “ The number shoiild 
vary -with (and apply to) each principal act ; — ^why ? — ^because the actions are 
different and they are principal acte (not subservient to any other act) ; 
— ^and the number is laid down in reference to them ; — ^whenever a detail 
or qualification is laid down in olosc proximity to a number of principal 
acts, it must vary with each of those «wts ; as for instance, when it is laid 
down that ‘the Anuydjas should be offered with mixed-Gurd-BvMer\ the 
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SHABAEA-BHi§YA : 


qualification that the Butter used should be miooed with Curds is taken to 
vary with, and apply to, each of the Anwyajim'*^. 

StJTRA (2). 

[Biddhanta] — beauty, inasmuch as the numbeb pbbtains to 

ALL COLLECTIVELY, IT SHOULD BE UNDEESTOOB TO 
BE MADE UP BY BEPETITION. 

Bhd§ya. 

The number shoiild be taken as to be made up by all collectively.— 
Wliy 1 - — Because Number is a property that resides separately in the sub- 
stances concerned j and where there are no separate or diverse substances, it is 
conceived of as due to repetitions of the same substance ; but this repetition 
would be permissible only to that extent up to which no diversity would 
be possible ; so that, to the extent that there is diversity, the number should 
rest in that diversity itself. — ^For this reason, the number in qu^tion should 
be made up by all the acts collectively. [As a rule, the number ‘ eleven ’ 
subsists in ‘ eleven ’ separate things ; but when the eleven distinct things 
are not there, — as in the present case, there is only one Praydja, — then the 
number has to be made up by repeating the same thing eleven times; ie. 
there would be eleven Praydjas. — But we would* be justified in bringing 
eleven distinct units, only if we could not find any ground for differentiating 
below that figure. In the case in question, however, we find that we can 
have a unit of five Praydjas, on the basis of the fact that there are this 
munber at the Archetype. We can therefore admit of a repetition of only 
this unit of five Praydjas, and not a repetition of a single Praydja, eleven 
times;] 

As for the case of the ‘ mixed Curd-Butter ’ that has been cited, — 
the quality of being a mixture is not one that cannot subsist in a single 
substance, — ^it is not one that must subsist in diversity ; nor is it one which, 
being brought about in connection with one act, helps other acts also ; con- 
sequently, in this case, it is necessary to take it as varying with each act. — 
Number, on the other hand, is a quality that can help several things in 
common ; because it requires several things for its existence,— It is only 
when the number ‘ eleven ’ is taken as made up by all the acts collectively 
that the declaration of ceremonial procedure, which indicates the con- 
comitance of the acts, becomes duly observed. 


Adhikabana (2) : Of the ^ three Upamds[, each has to he 
repeated at its own place and time— in order to 
7nake the ^ six Upasads’ prescribed for the 
Agnisomiya. 

StJTBA (3). 

There should be multiplication of the Upasads at their own 

PLACE AND TIME, BECAUSE THE ORDER OP SEQUENCE 
AMONG themselves HAS BEEN FIXED. 

Bhdsya, 

[At the Fire-laying Rite there are to be wl Upasads' (Taitti. Sam. 
6. 3, 11. 6) ; at its archetype there are 6nly three Upasads ; ■ the number 
* six ’ has, according to the preceding Adhiham/n^, to be made up by repeat- 
ing all the three Upasads.] Now in regard to this repetition of the Upasads, 
there arises the question — In this repetition like the ‘repeated fall of the 
measuring rod ’ [which is let fall on the groxmd only by its two ends, so that 
the second fall is of the two ends together, and that also only after the first 
fall of the two ends, — similarly in the case in question, the repetition of 
the three Upasads would be in this way that the second performance of the 
three Upasads would come after all the three Upasads had been performed 
once] ? — ^Or is each of the Upasads repeated at its own place and time ? 

On this question, we have the folloufing Purvapakaa : — “ It is in the 
very nature of things to be repeated that they are repeated ‘ like the repeated 
fall of the measuring rod ’ ; for instance, when it is said — ‘ The Anuvdka 
should be recited thrice what is done is that it is recited from beginning 
to end, and then it is again begun at the beginning. — ^Hence in the case of 
the Upasads, the repetition should be ' like the repeated fall of the measuring 
rod’.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta : — There should he 
multiplication of the Upasads at their oum place and time ; — why ? — became 
the order of sequence among themselves has been fixed ; the order of sequence 
among the three Upasads has been fixed by the following text. — ‘ The first 
Upasad should be done first; after that is done, the middle one should be 
done ; and after the middle one, the last one is to be done — ^Now if the 
repetition were in the mamier of ‘the repeated fall of the measuring rod’, 
then the second performance of the first Upasad would come after 
that of the last (third) one, — this multiplication (repetition) would not be 
at its own place and time (as prescribed by tbe text just quoted). — This 
discrepancy does not occur if. there is repetition of the first Upasad at its 
own place and time. — ^Henee we conclude that the multiplication of the 
Upasad should be at its own place and time. 


ADHiKABAifA (3) : In the mse of the ‘ Samidkini Verses 
the additioTml verses come in at the end, 

SUTRA (4). 


[POkvabak§a]~ ‘ The ‘DhIyya’ vbbsbs shottld oome -betweex 

THE * SlMDDHYAMAHAVATl ’ VBBSE AND THE ‘ SaMIDDHA¥ATI ’ 
vbbsb; becattse they have been etoogised as 

LYING BETWEEN ^EAVBN AND EaBTH.*’ 

The ^ Sdimdhml v&'ses* have been spoken of in connection with the 
DarsJia-Piirnamdm sacrifices, in the text — ‘ SdmWihnranvaha ’ He recites 
the Samidhenl verses ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 8. 2). In regard to the nnmber 
of these verses, there are several alternatives laid down with a view to definite 
desirable results, such as ‘ For one who desires social standing, one should 
recite twenty-one’ (Taitti. Sam. 2. 5. 10. 2), and so forth. — ^These numbers 
are to be made up by introducing additional verses, as is going to be 
explained later on (under Su. 10. 5. 26). 

[Of * Samidhenl verses’ proper, the number is only eleven; these have been 
translated by Eggeling in his translation of the Shaiapatha Brahmana, in a foot- 
note, on p. 102. But in regard to actual practice, varying numbers have been 
laid down : The Shaiapaiha speaks of fifteen under 1. 3. 5. 7 ; — of seventeen, under 
1. 3. 5. 10 and 3. 1. 3. 6 ; — of twenty-one, under 3. 3. 6. 11. There are several 
ways of malring up these numbers : For making np ‘ fifteen the device laid 
down is to secure the four additional verses by reciting the first and the eleventh 
verses thrice instead of once ; while * twenty-one ’ is made up by bringing in 
additional verses from the Tenth Mandcda of the Rgveda,] 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are the additional verses 
to come at the end (after the original verses) ? Or do they come between 
the ‘ SamiddhyamancaxUl Verse ’ SamvdhyarndrM’dhvarah etc.’ — Rgveda, 
3, 27. 4], — and the ‘ Samiddhavati verse ’ [‘ Samiddho agna ahuta etc. ’ — Rgveda, 
5. 28. 5] ? 

On this question, the natural conclusion — supported also by the principle 
enunciated under Su. 6. 2. 19 — ^is that they should come in at the end. 

As against, this we have the following view [which is regarded as the 
Purvapaksa of the Adhikarana ] — “ The additional verses shoidd come in 
between the ‘ Samidhyamdnamil verse ’ and the ‘ SamiddhavaM verse — ^Why ? 
— because they have been eulogised — praised — os lying between Heaven and 
Earth, in the text — ‘ This (Earth) is SamiddhyamdnavaU and that (Heaven) 
is Samiddhavall, what comes between is! the Dhdyya ’ ; — here the Dhdyyd 
(which is the name of the additional verses), is described as the shy 
(between Heaven and Earth), which shows that these verses are to be recited 
between the two verses named ; so that they should not come in at the 
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SUTBA (5). 

[SlBBHANTA ] — llS FACT, IT IS ONBY THOSE VEESBS THAT AWR CAIiLEB 

‘ DhAYYA ’ [that may comb IH THE MEDDBE ; — THE omBBS 
MUST COME AT THE BNB]. 

Bhdsya. 

Tn reality, it is onl^ those tlmt are called by the rxa,me * DJiayya * that 
may come in the middle (between the two verses named in the preceding 
Sutra) ; because it is under that name that they have been spoken of in the 
eulogistic text quoted ; and it is on the basis of this eulogy and name that 
we have such assertions as — ‘ The two verses containing the term prtfmpaja 
[i.e. Rgveda 3. 27. 5-6] are the two Dhdyyds and ‘ the two verses in the 
Usnik and Kahap metres are the two Dhdyyds 

Question — “ What are these mantras that are called ‘ Dhdyyd ’ t We 
do not find this term used anywhere 

Answer — ^The Sdmidheni verses themselves are ‘ Dhdyyd 

“ How so ? * 

The words of the revered Panini (3. 1. 29) are as follows — ‘ The terms 
(1) Pdyya, (2) Sdnndyya, (3) Nikdyya, and (4) Dhdyyd are used in the sense 
of (1) a measure, (2) an offering-material, (3) a residence, and (4) the 
Sdmidheni verses ’ ; — on the strength of this Smrti-text, we infer the Vedic 
text (to the same effect). 

“ To which of the Sdmidheni verses is the name Dhdyyd applied ? ” 

Armmr—At appears that the name is applied to all the Sdmidheni verses. 
But in the present context, from what has been said under Su. 4, to the 
effect that ‘ the Dhdyyd should come in between the Samidhyamdnavad, 
verse and the SamiddhamR verse’, — ^it would seem that from among all the 
Sdmidheni verses, it is only a few specified ones to which the name ‘ Dhdyyd ’ 
is meant to be applied. 

“ But from the words of Panini, all the Sdmidhems should come equally 
under the name ‘ Dhdyyd ” 

Not so ; because even so, the application of the name to a few selected 
ones only would be quite compatible (with the words of Panini). 

“ If only a few selected ones are to be included imder the name, which 
ones are they ? ” 

Answer — ^They are just those verses that contain the term ‘ dhdyyd ’ ; 
these alone are the Dhdyyd verses ; and it is only if these alone are meant, 
that the said declaration (that the Dhdyyd verses are to come between the 
two verses, SamidhyamdnavaR and Scmiddhavati) can have any sense ; — 
and when the declaration serves a useful pinpose under this restricted sense, 
no other verses could be regarded as * dhdyyd' as there would be no 
authority for their being so regarded. 
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shabaiu.-bh1§ya : 


SUTBA (6). 

The teeses ih the ‘U9?ie’ and ‘ Kakht ’ metbbs abf. 
found at the end. 


The two verses in the ‘ and ‘ Kakiip \ metres ai>e actually found 

recited at the end; as is clear from this text-‘ Yajjagatya pctrMhyat 
antam yajfiam gachchhU, yai iristubM paridadhait nantam gachchhati 
r‘ If he places the Paridhi sticks with the Jagati metre, then the vSaenface 
will reach completion; if he places the Paridfti-sticks with the TnMup 
metre, the sacrifice will not reach completion 

“ But here we find the Tristtip metre spoken of as coming at the end, 

not the Umik and the KakupP 

Answer — It is the TJ^ik and the Kakup that are spoken of here as 


“ How so ? ” 

Because we find the eulogy at the end to the effect that— ‘ The Tristwp 
is virility itself; the Umk and the Kakup constitute the virility of the 
Trispup', where the effect has been spoken of (figuratively) as the came. 




Adhtkabana (4) : The verses added to the ‘ Bahispavamdna ’ 
should come in after the ^ Parydsa% at the end. 
StTRA (7). 

coniinued] — “When vebses are added to 'the 

‘ BAHI^PAVAMAKA ’ HYMlsr, THE ADDITIONAL VERSES SHOULD 
COMB IN BEFORE THE ‘ PaRYASA ’ ; AS IT IS SO SEEN 
AT THE ‘ DvADASHAHA ’ SACRIFICE.” 

BhS^ya. 

There «re certain sacrifices at which additional verses are to be used ; for 
instance—* Shmifmhendtirair^^ ydjay^uh, irinavSnaujas. 

bamanti imyastrthshena pmtt^fhdkdtnam^ By the Atirdfra with twenty-one 
verses^ they should sacrifice for one during offspring ; by one with twenty- 
seven verses, for one desiring glory ; and by one with thirty-six verses, for 
one desiring sodlal standing ’] (Taitti. BrA 2. 2. 4. 7). Here the various 
numbers are to be made up by adding other verses — as is going to be 
explained later on (imder Su, 10. 6. 26). 

How in regard to the additional verses brought into the Ectypal 
modifications of the Bahispammdna , — there arises the question— Are these 
additional verses brought in at the Ectypes, to come in at the end ? Or 
before the Parydsa ? 

[At the Bahiapavamdna, which is the Archetypal Hymn, there are oxily three 
triads of verses, i.e. 9 verses in all — ^the three triads being named (1) ^ Stotrtya\ 
(2) ‘ Anurupa \ and (3) ‘ Parydsa ’ ; — ^in order to. make up the number iupeniy- 
one, four verse-triads, i.e. twelve verses, have to be added; for making up the 
number twenty-seven, six verse-triads, i.e. eighteen verses, have to be added ; and 
for making the number thirty-six, eight verse-triads, i.e. 24 verses, have to be 
added.] 

On this question, the Purvapdkaa view is as follows : — “ The additional 
verses shotdd come in before the ‘ Parydsa \ as has been seen at the ‘ Dvddashdha ’ 
sacrifice. That is, in connection with the Dvddashdha sacrifice it is said — 
‘ There are two Verse-triads, the Stotriya and the Anurupa ; there are yerse- 
triads called Vrsanvat ; and the last verse-triad is the Parydsa ’ [where the 
VrsaiUkvai, verse-triads appear before the Parydsal ; on the same analogy 
in the case in question also, the additional verse-triads should come in before 
%hB Parydsa, the last verse-triad 

SUTRA (8). 

[PCrvapak^a concluded] — “The name ‘Paryasa’ also stands 
FOR the END.” 

Bha§y(i. 

“ In common parlance, the term * parydsa ’ is found to be used in the 
sense of end ; as in such expressions «B f Tc^tra-parydsah^ (‘ end of the field *), 


SHABABA-BHi§YA : 


9‘i4 

■ rmUpan/dsah ’ (‘ end of the river ’). Thns from the very name ‘ Par^m ’ 
it follows that the verse-triad of that name should come at the md [and it 
follows as a necessary corollary that the additional versa! must come in^ 
before it].” 

gtJTRA (9). 

[SiDDHiNTA] — I n RBAMTY, IT SHOULD COME IN AT THE END, AS ALESADY 
EXPLAINED, 

Eha^ya. 

Such additional eotypal details as those under question should c»me 
in at the end ; as has already been explained under Su. 6. 2. 19, above. 


SCTRA (10). 

AS REGARDS THE ‘ DVADASHAHA ’ SACRIFICE, WHAT IS DONE THERE 
IS BY VIRTUE OF THE DIRECT DECLARATION. 

Bha^ya. 


It has been argued above (imder Su. 7) that ‘ it has been so found to 
be the case at the Dvddaahdha sacrifice ’ ; — ^this has got to be refuted. — ^The 
answer to this is that what is done at the Dvddaskdha sacrifice is hy mrtue of 



mnf- 


if.- 


the- direct declaration to the effect that ‘ There are two verse-triads, Stoiriya 
and Armrupa ; there sire the verse-triads called Vrsaij-vai ; and the last verse- 
triad is tile Parydsa ' ; — and no burden is too heavy for a Vedic declanarion. 
pSence what is so declared has to be accepted ; but there is no such declara- 
tion in connection with the case in question]. 


SUTRA (11). 

Also because the Bahi^pavamana is not a modification of the 
Dvadashaha. 


Bhdsya. 

The Bahippavatnana (which we are considering) is not a modification 
{Ect 5 rp 6 ) of the Dvadashaha ; hence it is not necessary that it should take 
m the details of this latter. 

SUTRA (12). 

In fact, even in what is a MODIETOATION of the DviDASHAHA, [the 
ADDITIONAL VEBHBS Goikp! AT TffiE END] BECAUSE THEY ARE NEW 
/ . [AND THEIR PLACE BEEN OTHERWISE FIXED] 

' li.. Jj-PiH: 


are Ectypes of 
L. — How so ? — 






adhyIya V, piDA m, aohbkabaha (4). 


m. 


Bemme are new; that is, as for th» ‘ Ff|N3ifi»ai it is only 

the vcarses prop® that are placed before the Pof^Sso [thos® how- 

ever whc®e place is not so fixed are always placed at the end]. Because 
tite text speaks of the Vrpapvcd verae-inada only, and what is directly stated, 
that aSone is to be accepted ; it cannot be made applicable to other similw 

«i^.. 




Adhikaeana (6) : Atthe aforesaid ‘ Sacrifices with additional 
verses \ the addAtioiml Sdma-rmsic comes in in 
the middle. 

SUTBA (13). 

1 POflVABAKSAl — ‘'I n the two l^ATBR PaVAMANA HYMNS, THE SaMA- 
MUSIC SHOULD come IN AT THE END.” 


Jihasya. 


Here also the sacrifljces to be considerefl are those same where additional 
verses are brought in. At these, in the two later Pammdfna hymns, the 
additional number is made up by means of additional Sama-music— as is 
going to be explained later on (under Adhyaya 3f). 

In regard to these additional Sama-mmic, there arises the question — 
Are these to come in at the end ? Or along with the three metres, Ca.yat^%, 
Bfhatl, and Anusfup (i.e. in the body of the Mmfjras composing the Hymn) "i 
The Purvapakfa view is that “in the two lafeer BuMspo/omnanas. the 
Smmk-’mmie to be introduced at the end. The argument in support of 
this has been already set forth above, under Su. S. 2. 19. — Hence the 
Hermt-nimw hi cpiestion should come in at the end 


SUTRA (14), 


[SlDDHANTAl-— I n REALITY, THEY SHOULD COME jlN THE BODY OF THE 
MANXaAS THEMSELVES j ALONG WITH THE M BTRBS, GAvATRJ. 
BRHATI, and AnUS'^UP ; — BECAUSE OT THE DTREOT 
DEOLABATTON. 


Bhdsycb. 


'I’he Suma-musk; in. question slwuld oo/he vn akmg wUk tha — 

Odyaln, Brhati, and Anmpup. — ^Why so ? — Becmutt of l/w liirect derJaraLixfn. 
which says— ‘ Verily there are three wombs of the Sacrifioe — Oa^aOrJ. Bi'fuid, 
and Anuspwp; it is only in connection with these that they add or subtract 
the Samor-mmic \ — Here we find it distinctly laid down that the addition 
of the Sama-w/imc is to be made in connection with these metres. Hence 
the Sdma-music cannot come in at the end — [Because tho ve.rsen-ti'iad in 
the Gdyatn metre is the first one of the Midday-Pavatndna^ beginning with 
the Mantra yUchdhMe jdtarnandhaaah etc*., and also the first one of the 
Arbham-Pammdna, beginning with the Mantra ‘ Svddistivxyd nmdi^tJuiAiil, 
etc. ’ ; while the Mantras coming at the end are in the Trie tup and JcujaiA 
metres, neither of which is mentioned in the text quoted as admitting tloe. 
Bdma-imksic}. , ’ . , 



ADHiKABAiyA (6): TM Holding^ is auxiliary, to 
Sacrifice, and the ^ Bricks^ are auxiliary to the 
Fire. 

SUTRA (16) 

[P(Tbvapak§a] — ‘‘ The ‘ Holding ’ and the ‘ Beioks ’ spoken op nr 

THE ‘ AxTPANUVlKyA ’ SECTION SHOULD BE AUXUIABT TO 
‘ JUIOE-lXTEAGTION ’ AND ‘ UeABTH ’ BBSPEOTIVELY.” 

Bhd§ya. 

In the Aupamivdkya~8eetion ii-e., in an isolated Section not dealing with 
any particular sacrifice — says the SubodMnll, certain (a) ‘ Holdings * and 
(6) ‘Bricks’ have beaix laid down: — (a) ixti havi^ hav-iryajetti po 

'‘dabhyam gfhltvd aomdya yajate ’ [‘ One who sacrifices to Sorm after hokUng 
the Adabhya offers a sacrifice with the very essence of offering-materials 
(Taitti. Sam. 3. 3. i. 3) [Here the * Bolding^ of th& Addhhya (a polished 
vessel mside of Udambara wood) is laid down] ; — ‘ Pard vd Uaay&yufy prd^ 
eti yo’mahu'A grhndti ’ [‘ If one holds the Arhshu, his life reaches the fullest 
span’]. [Here the ^Holding* of the Aww^M-vessel is laid down]; — 
(6) ‘ IstakdbhishchUrinlrupadadhdti, mjriydrupadadhdti ’ [* He puts in bricks 
bearing the mark of figures; he puts in bricks bearing the mark of the 
thunderbolt’] (Taitti. Sam. 5. 7. 3. 1). [Here the putting in of ‘ Bricks' is 
laid down]; — ' Bhuteatakd upadadhdti' [‘He puts in weU-bumt bricks’] 
(Taitti- Sa3±i. 5. 6. 3. 1). [Here also the putting in of ‘ Bricks ’ has been laid 
down]. 

In regard to this there arise the following questions — (a) Is the ‘ Holding ’ 
spoken of in the Aupdnavdkya-Seciion auxiliary to the ‘ Juice-Extraction ’ — 

or to the ‘ Sacrifice ’ ? (6) Are the ‘ Brides ’ auxiliary to the ‘ Hearth ’ 

or to the ‘Fire’ ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows : — “ The ‘ Holding ’ is auxiliary to 
the Juice-Extraction and the ‘ Bricks ’ to the Hearth ; — why ? — because it 
is the ‘Juice-Extraction’ that commences with the ‘Holdings’, and it is 
the ‘ Hearths- ’ that commence with the ‘Bricks’ ; and as a rule, when one 
thing commences with another, the latter is ‘ auxiliary ’ to the former 

SUTRA (16). 

[Siddhanta] — ^The ‘ Holding ’ and the ‘ Bbigks ’ should be begaeded 

AS AUXELIABY TO THE ‘ SaOBIPIOE ’ AND THE ‘ FiBE ’ BBSPEOTIVELY ; 

BECAUSE THESE ABE WHAT HAVE BEEN ENJOINED; WHILE 
THEBE IS NO INJUNCTION OP WHAT HAS BEEN 
MENTIONED BEPOKB (iN S0. 16). 

BM§ya. . 

The ‘ Holding ’ should be regarded as ¥Ui^;liAty to the Sacrifice^ and the 
‘ Bricks ’ to the Fire ; — why ? — hecomse dire whdt been enjoin^ ; 



SHABABA-BHi^YA : 





I4»sfc ia, it is the Fire that is eaj<»hed as to be set up, in the text ' If one who 
ka&wrng tMs sete up the Fire ’ [Taitti, Beuh. .5. 5. 2. 1 ] ; her© it is aot the 
Smrth that is spoken of as lo 6e sef «p ; what is laid down is the setting up 
of the Fire by means of Bricks ; that this is so is indicated by the a<.-cusativ© 
ending in the word ‘ Agnim — Sinniariy text ' If one h<jldijig the 

Adabhya satcrifices to Soma’ lays down the eonnection of the Addbhya with 
the Sacrifice ; so also it is the connection of the Amshu with the Sacrifice 
that is laid down [in the text ‘ If one holds the AThahu, his life reaches the 
fuUeit span’]; such being the ease, this text will have served its purpose 
when it h^is expressed the said connection (of the Holding) with the Sacrifice, 
and has brought about the declared connection. — Similarly the other text 
will have served its purpose by having once established tlie connection (of 
the Bricks) with the Fire. 

Then again, tiiare is no injuntHon — of the Hearth and the Juice- 
exlraction ; these two are nowhere laid down as to be brought about (for 
their own sake) ; in fact, they have been laid down only as subseatving the 
purpose of other things. 

“ What is the use of this diseuasion ? ” 

If the ‘ Holding ’ were auxiliary to the Juice-extrartum, then it would 
have to be done at each such extraction ; similarly if the ‘ Bricks ’ were 
auxiliary to the Hearth, they would have to be put in at every H^NSirth ; — 
whereas, if the ‘ Holding ’ is auxiliary to the Sacrifice, it nee<l be done only 
once (in course of the entire jSa<x^jl2ce) ; and if the * Bricks ’ are auxiliary to 
the Fire, they need be put in only once. 




idtaHMilli 








AdhikarjlI^a (8) : The ' Figme-mmhed^ and BriiAs 
should be pul m before the Lok&mprnd ’ Brick, 

St}TIlA (20). 

[The saed Bbicks shouud* be phtin] before the ' LokampbkI ’ Bbici: ; 

BECAUSE THIS LATTEB IB MEANT TO SERVE THE FDEPOSE OF 
MAKING X7P DEFICIENCIES. 

Bhdsya. 

Under the Attpamtvdhya section, certain Bricks have been spoken of — 

(a) ‘ He puts in the thunder- bolt-marked bricks, he puts in the figure- 
marked bricks ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 7. 3. 1) ; — He puts in the well-burnt bricks ’ 
(Taitti. Saih. 5. 6. 3. 1) ; — we have learnt from the preceding Adhikaraiyx 
tliat these bricks should be put in at the Central Hearth. 

Now there arises the question — ^Are th^e to be put in before the 
‘ Lokamprnd ’ Brick ? or after it ? — [The brick that is put in with the 
mantra " Lohamppm chhidram prna' (Taitti. Sam. 4. 2. 4. 4) is called the 
‘ Lokamprnd Brick 

The Purvapaksa view is that “ they should be put in after it, according 
to the principle laid down under Su. 6. 2. 19 ”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta: — They ahotdd he 
put in before the Lokamprind Bride, became this loiter is meant to serve the 
purpose of making up deficiencies (filling Up gaps) ; — that it is meant to serve 
this purpose is clearly declared in the text — ‘ Whatever inay be wanting, 
whatever gaps there may bo, all that they make up by this brick, saying — 
Lokapma chhidram prna [fill up the region, fill up the gaps] What is 
said in this text is something new (not already known), hence we conclude 
that this passage, though apparently commendatory, should be taken as 
mandatory.— -From all this it follows that the bricks in question should be 
put in before the ‘ Lokamprnd ’ bricks. 


Adhikarana (9) : The, ‘ Agnihotra'* and cA&t BMm shmM. 
be performed in Fire mnsecrcUed by the p&tformance 
of the I§ti. 

sm'EA (21). 

Rites shottld be pebfobmed ht the oonseobateb Kqrb, as ooksbcea- 

TIONS ABE MEANT FOB THAT PEBPOSE. 

In connection with the Fire-laying Bite, the Pavamana sacrifices 
have been laid down ; — -there are certain compulsory Bites to be performed, 
such as the Agnihotra • and others that are not compulsory, such as the 
offerings to IndrdrAgni. 

In regard to these, there arises the question— -Should these Bites be 
performed after the performance of the Pavamdna sacrifices ? Or shotfid 
they be performed in the Fires just after they have been duly installed 
[and the Pavamdna mcrificea have not yet been performed] ? 

The Purvapalcsa on this question is as follows : — “ They should be 
performed in the Fires just after they have been installed. — Why ? — ^Because 
the man becomes fit to perform the Bites as soon as the Fires have been 
installed ; as is clear from such texts as — (o) ‘ The man who has installed 
the Fires should not put in wet fuel (6) ‘ When Fire has been produced, 
they follow it with the Agnihotra where it is shown that the Agnihotra should 
be performed as soon as the Fires have been installed. — From all this it 
follows that it is not necessary to wait for the performance of the Pavamdna 
sacrifices.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta : — ^Rit^ should 
be performed in such Fires as have been consecrated by means of the 
Pavamdna sacrifices. — -Why ? — Because OonsearaAwna are meant for that 
purpose ; as a matter of fact, such names as the ‘ Ahavar^a ’ and the rest 
(which are applied to the Fires in which sacrifices are made) connote con- 
secration ; so that until there has been some consecrcdion, no fire could be 
recognised as ' dhavanlya', — ^From this, it follows that Bites are to be per- 
formed in consecrated Fires. 

SUTRA (22). 

What has been put fobward is an ‘ obsbbvanob ’ following upon 
THE Installation of Fibes, and this latter has been already 
ACCOMPLISHED. 

Bhd§ya. 

As for the text that has been quoted — ‘ The mim who has installed the 
Fires should not put in wet fuel is only right that such acts should 
be done as soon a^ the Fires have been installed ; because it is an observance 
laid down for the man who has installed the Fires ; and as soon as the Fires 
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SHABABA-BHi§YA : 


<)32 

have been installed, the man becomes one who has installed Ae Firm ; so that 
it is only natural that the observance should follow immediately, as * the 
imtallatiou' of the Fires ^ has been already accomplished. 

StiTRA (23), 

But the Agnihotea and the best should be peefobmed befobb 

THE PaVAMANA—AS INDICATED BY THE TEXT (aLBBADY 

quoted).” 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Furvapahain that “ there is the text [‘ When 
the Fire has been produced, they follow it with the Agnihotra ’] indicatu^ 
tliat the Agnihotra should be performed as soon as the Fires have been 
installed, even before the Pammdna sacrifices”. — ^This argument has been 
reiterated in the present Sutra, 

SUTRA (24)., 

In eeality, the text quoted is a commendatory declaration ; 

BECAUSE THE THING IS" ALREADY THEBE. 

Bhdsya. 

The sentence quoted is purely commendatory. — ^Why ? — Because the 
thing is already there ; that is, there already exists another Agnhhotra- 
offering. The teachers of the Veda have considered the question as to why 
there should be no Agnihotra-offering (before Favatndna), when the Agmhotira 
has to be offered (on the installation of the Fires) ; and the explanation is pro- 
vided by the following text — ‘ If one offers the oblation with a Yaf us-irumtra, 
he offers two oblations which have not been previoi:u3ly offered ; if he does 
not offer the oblation, Agni would come down upon him ; therefore he should 
offer the oblation in silence ’. — ^It is tliis sUenl offering [and not the regular 
Agnihotra} that has been eulogised in the commendatory passage in question. 

, StJTRA (26). 

Also because it would be incompatible with the Principles 

ALREADY DETERMINED. 

Bhdsya. 

If the Agnihotra and other rites were performed immediately after the 
Installation of the Fires (before the performance of the Pammdna sacrifices), 
then that would militate against the principle already determined above, 
under Su, 3. C.. 12 [where it is shown that the Pavamdna sacrifices help 
in tlie installing of the Fires, which shOY^$ that the installation of the Fires 
is not complete without the performance of the Pavamdna}. 

From aU this it follows that iiie $aid Rites should be performed only 
in the duly-consecrated Fire. ’ ’ , f' 

^ , 44- K I t f ^ X' ' ' 


Adhikabana (10) : The observances to he kept by the 
^ Agnichit^, ‘ Fire'-installer^, dunng the rains, should 
come after the performance of the Sacrifice 
of ^ Agnichayana \ 

StiTRA (26). 

[POEVAPAK^A] — “ As SOON AS THE FeRE HAS BEEN INSTALLED (SET 

HP ON THE ALTAR) THE MAN HAS BECOME AN ‘ AgNICHIT ’ { ' PlRE- 
INSTALLEB. ’); HENCE IT IS PROPER THAT HE SHOULD KEEP 
THE OBSERVANCES EOBTHWTTH ; AS THE CONDITION 
(ON 'WHICH THE KEEPING OP OBSERVANCES IS 
CONTINGENT) HAS BEEN EULETTAED.” 

BMsya. 

We read of oertain observances in the following text— ‘When it rains, 
the fire -installer should not run,— he should not approach his wife, — ^the 
fire-installer should not eat birds’ and so forth. : 

In regard to these observances, there arises the questicW — Should these 
observances be kept as soon as the fire has been simply set u^-pn the altar ? — 
Or after the performance of the whole sacrifice of Agnichayand (Fire-installa- 
tion) 1 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows : — “ They should 
be kept as soon as the fire has been set up on the altar. Because the man 
who has installed, or set up on the altar, the Fire has become an Agnichit 
(Fire-installer) ; consequently all the observances that have been prescribed 
for the ‘ Agnichit ’ become incumbent upon him immediately after the setting 
up of the Fire ; because as soon as the contingency upon which an act was 
contingent has been fulfilled, the act should be done. — ^Hence the observances 
should be kept immediately after the setting up of the Fixe on the Altar.” 

StJTRA (27). 

[SIDDHANTA] — ^In reality, THEY SHOULD BE KEPT AT THE END OE THE 

‘ Agnichayana ’ Sacrifice ; because they are included 

IN THE ‘ DECLARATION OF THE CEREMONIAL PROCEDURE 

Bhd§ya, 

As a matter of fact, the ‘ declaration of the ceremonial procedure ’ of a 
sacrifice brings up only those acts that subserve the purposes of that sacrifice 
— the observances in question do not subserve the purposes of the sacrifice; 
in fact, they subserve the purposes of the Agent. — ^How so ? — Because it is 
the Agent alone that is mentioned in the prohibition — ‘When it rains he 
s))Ould not run, he should not approach his wife ’ and so forth ; none of these 



[) are possible as subserving fche purposes of the sacrifici 
iould their proliibition subserve any purposes of the satU'ificf 
3ugh the observances are acts subserving the purposes t 
?y come hx ix^s to be kept by the man who has set up tl 
ily after tixis wp.” 

reply. 

SUTRA (28). 

> TEtE • FiEE ’ THAT IS INDICATED AS THE ’ OBJECTIVE 


nation ’ is for the purpose of the Fire ; because when a thing 







ADHiKARAiyA { 11 ) : Tke. ‘ TniUaUon* is complete only after 
the pmformmce of the Diksamya Isti, 

SOTRA (29). 


IPQBVAPAKfA] — " It is only AiTEB HE HAS BEEN DECLARED TO BE SO 
(by the Aebtyabyh Pbdest), that he shotted be begabded 

AS * INITIATED * BY ALL THE METHODS DESCRIBED ; BECAUSE 
ALL ABE SPOKEN OP AS CONNECTED WITH 

THE ACT OP Initiation.” 


In connection with the Jyotiatoma we read — ‘ Agii^misiwtxtmekSda- 
shahapalam nirvapet dlksi^arnanah'' [‘When one is going to be initiated 
he should offer the cake baked upon eleven pans to Agni-Vi^u'l (Taitti. 
Sam. 5. 5. 1. 4) [where the DiJcmniyd I^ti is laid down].— Tlien again, we 
meet with such texts as — ‘ He initiates him with the stick ’ (Taitti. ^m. 
■6. 1. 3. 5) ; — ‘ He initiates him with the girdle-zone ’ ; — ‘ He initiates him 
with the black-autelope-skin ’ (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 3, 2),— and so forth. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Does the man become 
‘ initiated ’ by all the methods that are laid down ? Or, simply on the 
completion of the Diksai^iyd lati ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ It is by aU 
the methods that he becomes initvOed.— Why so ? — B&xtuaa all are apokm 
of as connected with the ctct of Initiation ; the connection with InitiaMon is 
present in all the methods described — ■' He initiates with the stick which 
means that ‘ he brings about his initiation ’ ; if the man were to be an ‘ initiate ’ 
on the completion of the sacrifice only, then how could the priest bring about 
his initiation ‘ with the stick ’ ? From this it is clear that the m an does not 
become an ‘ initiate ’ by means of the sacrifice only. — ^Nor do we find the name 
‘ initiate ’ applied to him at the end of the sacrifice ; — ^the name is applied 
to him only when he is addressed as such. Hence it follows that he could 
not be regarded as an ‘ initiate ’ after the sacrifice only. — Then again, 
so long as combination (of all the methods of Initiation) is possible, it cannot 
be right to treat them as optional alternative.s, because in the latter case 
every one of the methods would in one case have to be rejected, and this 
would go against the declaration of the ceremonial procedure (which takes 
in all the methods). — ^Thus the conclusion is that, though the sentences 
speaking of the various methods of Initiation are different, yet, they are 
all construed together, on the strength of the declaration of the ceremonial 
procedure ; so that the man should be regarded as an ‘ Initiate ’ only after 
he is declared to be so (by the Adhvaryu Priest, who makes the declaration 
‘this Brahmana has become duly initiated*).” 
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shababa-bhIsya: 


SUTBA (30). 

[SiDDHANTAj— II? REALITY, HE SHOtTLD BE REGARDED AS AN ‘ INITIATE ’ 
AT THE END OF THE SaCRIFICB ; AS THE SACRIFICE IS FOR THE 

FusposE OF Initiation. As for the other texts, 

THEY SIMPLY CONNECT THE INITIATION WITH PARTI- 
CHLAK OBJECTS {NOT WITH ANY ACTS). 

Bhasya. 

In reality, the man should be regarded as an ‘ initiate ’ at the end of 
the sacriaoo ; because it is for the purpose of bringing about the Initiation 
that the sacrifice is performed; i.e. the sacrifice {DtJcmniya) is perfonned for 
one who is ffoing to be initiated, and who is not already initiated ; and it 
could be taken as performed for one wha is goiny to he initiated only if he 
actually became ‘initiated’ on the completion of the sacrifice. Hence 
from the sentence it follows that the man does become ‘ initiated ’ at the 
time of the completion of the sacrifice ; when the thing which has been 
declared to be the means of Initiation has been accomplished, why should 
the man not be regarded as ‘ initiated ’ ? Specially when the sentence 
independently by itseM, points out that he does become ‘ initiated ’ on the 
performance of the sacrifice. 

It lias been argued that — “the other methods also are spoken of as 
connected with Initiation, in such sentences as ‘He initiates him with a 
stick ’ how could these be the means of initiation if the man were already 
an ‘ initiate ’ (at the completion of the sacrifice only) ? Our answer to 
this is that all that the sentence means is that ‘ by means of the stick such 
a tlnng is accomplished’— [but no action is mentioned, through which the 
Imtiation could be brought about by the stick ; the stick and other things 
could be the means of Initiation only if they accomplished some act or ora- 
tion ; because ‘ Initiation ’ is an ‘ embellishment and an embellishment can 
be brought only by means of an action or operation, not merely by an 
object, which is not of the nature of an act. — Tup}iJca]. 

Secondly, it has been argued that— “ the name ‘Initiate’ is not applied 
to the man immediately after the completion of the Dlksanlya sacrifice ” — 
Our answer to this is that the mere fact of a word not being used cannot 
be regarded as proof of the non-existence of the thing expressed by that 
word ,- m fact, even when a thing exists, the word expressing it is not used 
It tiiore IS no occasion for using.it. ’ 

,ff TST" •»wever_-wh6n gomg to be initiated, one should 

offer the cake baked on eleven pans to Agni-Vi^u ’-clearly shows that the 
man does heoome an -initiate’ on the completion of the said oflering (saerifloe) 

Lastly , vs regards the argument that -the name ’Initiate’ to applied to 
the vnan only at tho time that it is notified ".-this notification would not be 
mcompatvWe vv,th the vuew that the ,n^ , becomes an ‘initiate’ cn\h; 
Completion of the sacrifice. 

Nor dote tins view militate against the declaration of tha em-emonial 
procedure: because while one sacrifice) aecomp^ the 



ABUYAYA V, 


Initiation, the othere- and the r^t) bring about the Initiated Man. 
[so that there is no incompatibility.] 


S0TRA ( 31 ). 

The name {• Dik^anIya ") aiso podstts to tkb same co>icht.sion. 


Eha§ya. 


For the following reason also we conclude that the sacrifice is performed 
for the purpose of the Initiation, and that the name ‘ Ijoltiate ’ applies to the 
man on the completion of the sacrifice. — What reason ? *' — It is that 
t/ie natne also points to th& same conclmion ; that is, the conclusion that has been 
deduced from reasonings is the same that is indicated by the name of the 
sacrifice. — “ How so ? ’’—The name ‘ DUssanipa’’ (‘ Initiatory ’) TT^feawa that 
it brings about the diksd. Initiation ; just as the nmne ‘ bhojampa ’ TnaAina 
that which brings ahout eating % and ' snaruga’ is that vAich brings about 
bathing . — From this also we conclude that the ZHkaamga sacrifice is per- 
formed for the purpose of the Initiation ; and tiiat the term ‘ Initiate ’ 
becomes applicable to the man on the completion of that sacrifice (JKkmmgd). 



Adhikarana (12): There is no restriction in the order of 
the performance of the ‘ Prospective Sacrifices \ 

SUTRA (32). 

[PffavAPAKSA] — " There must be an order of sequence in the 

PERFORMANCE OF SACRIFICES ; JUST AS THERE IS IN THAT OF 
THE SUBSIDIARY SACRIFICES.” 

Bhdsya. 

The ■ Prospective Sacrifices ’ [i.e. those that are laid dovm as to foe per- 
formed for the purpose of bringiug about particular desirable r^uits] form the 
topic of this Adhtkurcma , — such, for iustance, as ( 1 ) ‘ Oue slmuld offer the 
cake baked on eleven pans to Indra-Agni' (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 1. 1); and 
others such as (2) the ‘ Cow -sacrifices (3) t^ie ‘Soma-sacrifices’, (4) the 
‘jSoumya-sacrifices and (5) the ‘Animal-sacrifices’. 

In regard to these, there arises the question— -Are thesse ‘ prospective 
sacrifices ’ to be performed in the same order in which they are found in the 
verbal texts ? Or is there to be no restriction reg«^ing their order of 
sequence % 

On this question, the Purmpahaa view is as follows : — “ Among sacrifices 
there should be the same order of sequence in their performance as there is 
in the texts speaking of them ; in this way the order of the verbal texts would 
be honoured ; otherwise the order of the verbal texts would be set at nought ; 
hence in order to avoid this, the sacrifices in question should be performed 
in a definite order of sequence 

SUTRA (33). 

[SiddhInta] — In reality, it is not so ; because there is no 

CONNECTION (AMONG THE 8AOBIFIOES IN QUESTION), 

Bhd§yai 

In reality, there can be no restriction regarding the order of sequence 
(among ‘prospective acts’). — Why ? — Because there is no connection among 
the sacrifices in question. In regard to each one of the ‘ prospective acts ’, 
there is a distinct declaration of ceremonial procedure ; and each of these 
tleclarations includes only those acts that are expressed by the words of 
that declaration. If one act does not help another, then it is not connected 
with it eitlier in any order of sequence or without any order of sequence ; 
and when one act. does help another, then alone the order of sequence, is 
of use in its rendering of that help. — The sacrifices in question however 
arc such that they do not help each other in any way. Ilonce an order of 
sequence would be of no use to them ; and there is no connection among thenv 



Adhikarana (13): The performance of all mcrifk('-H is to 
be preceded by the performance of the AiprlslortM 
sacrifice. 

HCTEA (S7). 

In the sentence ‘ ya EtIna the pronoun ‘ EtEna ’ sfioirco 

BE TAKEN AS STANDING FOR THE ‘ AgNISTO.MA ’ ; 

BECAUSE OF THE CONTEXT. 

Ehdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma we read — * Em vdm prathamo yajruJ- 
ndm ijajjyotistomah, ya etendnistva atJidnyana yajUa gartapatyameva hijjrxyat? 
pra va mlyate V [‘ Verily the Jyotiatoma is the first of sacrifices ; he who, 
without performing this sacrifice, performs any other sacrifice, it turns out 
to be as if fallen into a pit, and he perishes 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^To what does the sentence 
beginning with the words ‘ ya Uena ’ refer ? — The discussion starts with this 
question. — ^And the answer to this is that the sentence ‘ ya eterut etc. ’ refers 
to the Agniatoma (the first part of the Jyoii^ioma ). — How so ? — Because 
of the Context ; that is the sentence in question occurs in the context of 
the Agniatoma ; and as a rule, pronouns stand for things dealt with in the 
Context. 

SUTRA (38). 

Also because of the indicative text. 



There is also a text indicative of the same conclusion; this is how the- 
text reads — ‘ Yaaya navatishatam atotnydh ’ [‘ At which there are a hundred 
and ninety atotrlya-hyams ’] (Aitareya-Bra. 3. 41). It is the Agniatoma at 
which there are a hundred and ninety hymns. — “ How ? ” — There is the 
threefold Bahdapavamdna (9), the fifteen Jifyas, each of these is four ;-^o 
these make 9+ 60=69 ;-^then there are 16 midday Pavamdnas ; thus the 
number becomes 84 then there are the 17 Prsthaa, each of these being 
4, their number becomes 68 j^—ithese, with the former 84, make tip 152 ; 
— then there are the seventeen Arhhava Pavamdnaa ; this makes the number 
169 ; — ^lastly, there are the 21 Tdfnyafmya hymns ; thus maldng up the 
total of 190 liymiis at the Agniaiorm. For this reason also the sacrifice 
referred t o in the sentence in question must be the Agniatoma. 





14 ): The inodificaiiom (Ectypes) of 
Must he preceded hy the ‘ Agnistoma 


SUTRA (39). 


[P0bvapak§a3— “ In the same sentence, the phrase ‘athInyEna’ 

SHOHLD BE TAKEN AS REFERRING TO THE OTHER ^ FORMS ’ (OF 
THE JyOTI§TOMA ITSELF) ; BECAUSE THESE ARi: THE 
NEAREST (nouns) 


[In the same sentence that 
Adhikarana] there is the phrase 
arises the question — ^For what does 
stand ? Does it refer to the ‘ 
to the six terminuses that follow the Agnistoma, 
or Terminus, and which is also, on that account, called 
does it refer to the Ectypes (modifications) 

Jakaha and the rest ? 

[The principal Soma-sacrifice, the Archetype 
‘ Jyotietoma ’ ; this name is also sometimes looseb 
‘ Samsthas ’ or * Forms ’ i.e. * Terminuses * of the J\ 

Terminus, the name ‘ Agnietoma ’ is given. In liti 
less convertible. In fact, it is on this confusion tha 
It is declared that ‘ if one performs anu other aoi 


have dealt with in the preoedinR 
clnyena\ In regard t(» tliin, there 
' word 'anyemi' (‘another' Sacrifice) 
ns’ of the Jyotis^orna Haelf (i.e, 
a, which is the first form 
Jyoti8iorm'\^ Or 
of the Jyotistoma — ^viz. ; the 


>iH2 SHABARA-BHASYA : 

SOTRA (40). 

In rrality, it should be taken as referring to those sacrifices 

OF WHICH THE 4YOTr§TQl«A IS THE ABCHETVPE : BECAUSE 

Apatti’ (Bestowal OF Independence) and ‘ Yihara’ 
(Transference of Details) are not possible 

AMONG equals. 

BhoMya. 

The reference must be taken to bo to those aaen'ljces the (Jow-saerifioe 
and the like— -of which the JyotlnUmna, is the Archetype ; because ‘ &paHi ’ 
(the Bestowal of IndeperuJenco) and '^vihdra'’ (Transference of Details) are 
possible only between the Archetype and its Ectypm, and not among those 
that are ‘equal’, i.e. equally included under the name ' .h/oUnUmm' [and 
it is thq Terminuses that are so included]. As a matter of factt, the phrase 
‘ athdwymri ’ is not construed to mean ‘ by another saerififjs included under 
the name JyoitsU/ma ’ ; what the ‘ anya \ ‘ other is meant to stand for 
is a sacrifice other than the Ardietype ; this ‘ other ’ is not qualified by 
Jyotistoma ; [i.e. it cannot be said that this ‘ other ’ must be something 
•connected with the Jyotistoma]; becau.se the connotation of a word cannot 
be restricted to any part of itself by any other thing w’hich has already 
served its purpose (of expressing its own meaning) ; and this for the simple 
reason that Dhect Assertion (i.e. the direct Denotation of a word) cannot 
be set aside by Sjmtactical Connection (exigencies of .s^-ntax). — If the phrase 
be con.strued as a sacrifice ‘ other than the Jyotistoma \ then the chance of 
its referring to the Terminuses becomes remoter still. 

“ In what manner is there ‘ dpcUi/i ’ (Bestowal of Independence) anti 
• Vihdra ' (Transference of Details) ? ” 

We have the following texts — (A) ‘Verily Agnistonm is Pragupat£; 
he created the later Bkdha sacrifices ; on being created, they said to him — 
we cannot control ourselves ; thereupon he bestowed upon them independence . ; 
then they obtained control over themselves ’ [Here Aqnis^ma is repre- 
.sented as ‘ bestowing independence ’ upon the ‘ other ’ sacrifices ; — and 
this could not refer to the Terminuses, which have no ‘independent’ 
existence apart from the — (B)-— ■' Out of the Fir© thus born, 

other Fires become transferred ’ or again, ‘ out of this sacrifice {Jyotistoma) 
■other sacrifices get the details transferred ; when the Trivrt reaches the other 
sacrifices, it illumines it ; that which reaches the fifteenth, ilUimines that ; that 
which reaches the seventeenth illumines that ; that which reaches the twenty- 
first illumines that ; thus it is that they say—- there is only one sacrifice ; — verily 
all these Jyotistoma itself ’ ; here what are described are the Ectypes (modifi- 

cations) of the J yotipfoma. — ^Fcom this text it follows that the reference in the 
text under consideration is to the^ Retypes . — “How does this follow ?” — 
What this text shows is that the details of the Archetype are ‘ transfer-red ’ 
to thoso sacrifices which are referred to by the term ‘ other ’ f‘ anycna 
in the text xinder consideration) ;-^and from that we conclude that the 
saerifi(!e rof erred to is one which ‘ Other ’ than that from which det ails 
are trails fen’od to it. 
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, ACHYlm.¥, ABHIKAKiL:^A (14). 

SOTEA (41). 

[Objection )—“ This text must be thejateb as meeely commendatoey, 
BECAUSE,. IN asAmr mEBE m no, ‘ teansfeeincb , 

Ohjection—*^ If tliis is so, tl^ the reference cannot be to the Sctyjm 
becarimj in regard to them there can be neither ‘ bestowal of independenoe " 
nor ‘ transference of details Beoause from ‘ Context ’ and other sotxro^ 
of indication, it is clear that the details belong to the j'yoti^toma ; if then, 
the df?tails wert^ transferred to the Cow-sacridce and, the other ectypes (of 
JyQt;atoma),—thm wxndd militate against ‘ Context ’ and the other sources 
of indication. — Under the circumstano^, the ‘ bestowal of independence ’ also 
would be something contrary to perception;— -Thus then, neither ‘ bestowal 
of independence ’ nor Hransferenoe of details’ being possible, the texts 
speaking of these must be treated as purely commendatory.” 

StlTRA (42). 

[ANSWEaj— I n aiAUITY, thebe would be transfbrenge, on the 

STBENGTH m THE GENERAL INJUNCTION ; THERE CAN BE NO 
COMMENDATION AT RANDOM. 

Bh4sya. 

The answer to the above objection is as follows : — Even though 
‘ bestowal of independence * and * transference of details ’ are not actually 
enjoined, yet they come to be regarded aa enjoined on the strength of the 
General Injunction (that ’ the eotype should be performed like the Archetype’) ; 
so that ail that is to be dona at the Archetype comes to be understood, on 
the strength of the said General Injunction, as to be done at the Ectype also. — 
Thus it follows that the tartn * other * is taken as referring to that in which 
there is ‘ bestowal of independence ’ and ‘ transference of details \~There 
can b& no cotmmndaiion at random — without some basis. If the text has 
to be taken as a commendation, it could be so taken only for the purpose 
of making the commendation applicable to what is referred to by the term 
‘ other ’ [which is absurd]. 



Adhikaeana (15 ) : TM pm'fminmice of all sacrifices — ‘ one- 
kpTrmed \ as well as ^ — is to be. preceded 

the performance of the Apuid/ymn. 

SUTRA (43). 


[POkvapak^a]— What has been decdar-ed in the precedini 
Adhikarana apfeies to oney those saokieices at which 

Om.Y ONE HYMN IS CHANTED ; BECAUSE THEY ARE 
DESDRIBED as 'SACRIFICES’.** 


Wb have the text — * Hb who. without havhifr offered this (Agmstonw). 
offers another sacrifice, etc. ’ ; in iTgard to this it has l>eeu understood that 
the refewnce here is to the Bolypes of the 

Now th$ question that arises in—Ts this reference to the sacrifice with 
one iiymn ? Or to that with several hymns ? 

On this question we have the following Purmpahsa — “ The reference 
should be taken to be to the sacrifice with a single hjinn ; — -why ? — becatise 
tfifsy Qfve tj&K^'UiiidL an nacrificen; that is to say, it is sacrifices with one hymn, 
that are described lus ‘ Sacrifices ’ in the following text — ‘ If a Trivrt approache.s 
a Sacrifice, it illumines that ; if it approaches the fifteenth, it illumines that ; 
if it approaches the seventeenth, it illumines that ; if it approaches the twenty- 
first, it illumines that ’ ; all these, Trivrt and the rest, are sacrifices with a 
single hymn ; hence the reference should be taken as to these.” 


SUTRA (44). 

[SibdhInta] — It should apply to all, as there is no difference 
IN THE Injunction ; the description quoted is merely a 

COMMENDATION OF THE HYMNS. . 

BTidsya. 

In reality, the reference should be taken as applying to all — i,e., to 
sacrifices with one hjann. as also to those with several hymns.— Why so ? — 
Because they are equally spoken of by means of the word ^ anya- % ‘ other — 
But it Ls sacrifices with a single hymn that have been described as sacrijices ”, 
— ^True, they have been so described; but they have been so described for 
the pimpose of being eulogised, and not for being in any way distinguished 
(for any purpose!. — “ What Is the meaning of the eulogy ? ” — The sentence 
is- -'If the Trivrt approaches a sacrifice, it illumines it’, which means 
that wlieii the details tliat liave been practised at the Archetype, come 
into the Ectype by virtue of the General Injxmotion, they are easily 




ADHYlYA V 


PlDA IV 


Adhiearaija (1) : The Order of Sequenee indicated by ^ Direct 
Declctftttiofh'^ and by TJiMity^ is more aittfioritaHve 
than that indicated by the Order of the 
Verbal Texts, 

S'DTBA ( 1 ). 

^Therb is rejecjtion of the Order (of Verbal Texts) by (a) ‘ Direct 
Decjlabatioe ’ AXfD (b) ‘ Utelfty ’ ; (a) because of the 

PECUIilAR GHAEACTBR OF DIRECT DECLARATION, 

AND (b) because EVERY ACT IS MEANT TO 
SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE. 


JBkdsya. 


Here we are going to discuss the question of the setting aside of the 
* Order of Verbal Texts ’ by the order indicated by ‘ Direct Assertion ' and the 
order indicated by ‘Dtility’. ' The question — ^Is the ‘Order of Verba! 
Texts ’ equal to these two ? Or is it set aside by them 1 

On this question, the PUrt^pak^a view is tliat — “Both are of equal 
authority ; ‘ Verbal Texts * are as good indicators of Ortfer as ‘ Direct 
Declaration ’ and ‘ Utility ' ; nor is there any difference in the aiithoritative 
ehaimjter of thase three : heiu*e the conclusion is that there is no hard and 
fast rule as to which is the most authoritative 

Against this we have the following Siddhantax — ^The.‘ Order of Verbal 
Texts’ is rejected by ‘Direct IX'claratiori ’ as well as by ‘Utility’. — “How 
so ? ^'—Becau^ of the peculiar character of Direct Dedaration and became 
every act Is meant to sene a useftd purpose. 

“ What is the peculiar character of Direct Declaration ? ” 

It is this, that the Order indicated by Direct Declaration is directly 
perceptible, while the Order based upon Verbal Texts is purely inferential. 
What ‘the Order of Verbal Texts’ does is to remind us that ‘the action 
should be done in such and such a manner ’ ; and the method so recalled 
to the mind is adopted in practice on the sole strength of the reason that 
the reminding must be for the purpose Of indicating the mode of activity : — 
in the case of Direct Declaration, on the other hand, the action itself is 
directly perceived as being so and so. - 

Similarly ‘ the Order of V^bal,TseEti8' ’ 'iB set aside by ‘ Utihty ’ also. 


■a. yeeful purpose ; that i 


act is meant 
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i.e. every set teiifls to the fitlfilmeat of the Prineipai Action, and is done for 
that purpose. 

It i.s for the.se reasons that the Order of Verbal I’exts is set aside by 
‘Direct Dp<;iaration ’ and by ‘ Utility 

What is the example and what the purpose .sorvetl hy t his tliseusaion ? 

Bxatnple—ia) As example of Direct Declaration, we have the text ‘ 'Phe 
Cup dedicated to the Ashvins is the tenth to l>e held, and they thh'r it as the 
thirft'- ; — here, if the Order of the Verbal Texts were more authoritative, then 
it would be the third to be held and offered ; while by the Siddtulntft (that 
Direct Declaration is moro authoritative) it would be the k;fUh,— A& example 
of ‘Utility’ — the Agnihntra-olTering is lakl down first, and then tlie hoiUng 
(cookinp:) ; this would be the order of sequence adopted if the indication of 
Verbal Texts were more authoritative; whereas aocordiuj,; to tlu' Siddh^iita 
f whereby t!ie ardor indicated by ‘ Utility’ is more authoritative), the Hoilimj 
(Cooking) would be done firat, and then the offm'km. 



Adhi^eana (2) : to the ‘ Order of Ae Principal 

the Oarvmg (f^ng) and other details ehonld be perfom^ 

first of aU over the * Agniya ’ offering, 

S0TRA (2). 

[PffR¥APAK9 A]— “Among the details-' Gabving ‘besprinkling’ 

ANO PLACING IN POSITION ’—THE OeDEE OF SEQUENCE 
SHOULD BE IN ACCORDANCE WITH ‘ COMMENCEMENT 


Bha§ya. 





There are the Darsiha-Pun^tnam sacriaoes; in connection wil 
tiwe are several offering-materiate us6d,-euch as Curds, Cake and 
and there are certain details to be performed with every one of thes 
deteds as ‘carving’ {slicing), ‘besprinkling’ and ‘ placing in position ’ 
Ve^, the injunction of these details as connected with Curds cor 
md after that comes the injunction of those as connected with the 
{cake);-^ut as regards the actual ‘offering’, that of the Igneu 
IS done Erst, [and after that, that of the Curds], 

^ The question that arises is — Should the ‘ carving ‘ bespriukli 
placing in position ’ be done first of aU to the Oi«ds,-in aecorda,, 
the order of ‘commencement’ ? Or should they be done first 
Agneya (Cake),— according to the order of the ‘ Principal ’ ? 

On this question, the ^dew that suggests itself first is that iu 
in question, there should be no restriction in mgard to the Order of Seq 
Against this view, we liave the second view [which is the Pfrr 
that— “By the ‘Order of Commencement’, the ‘carvinc’ and i 


SUTRA (3). 

[Siddhanta]— In reality, the performance of the details should 
BE IN accordance WITH THE ACTUAL ‘OFFERING’: nEGAUSE IT 
IS FOR THE PURPOSE OF ‘ OFFERINI? ’ THAT THE DETAILS 
ARE PERFORMED. : 


in question should be performed 
i which is offered first should h 
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and other details done to it first ; hence it follows that the detaiis in qnefltion 
shoxxld be done to the ^gn&ya (CaJre) first. — ■“ Why so ? Becsnse the 
‘ carving ’ and the other details are all included under the Injunction of 
the ‘ offering ’ ; all th^ are only preparatory, or introductory, to the act of 
‘offering’ and are not independent acts by themselves; as has been ez- 
plained already. — ^As a matter of fact, the * b^prinkling ’ '&» well as the 
‘ carving ’ of a substance is done only with a view to it ; ‘ Placing 

in position ’ also, which conaiste in bringing up the substance withm reaoh, 
is only with a view to offering it. — ^In this way all thwe details serve a 
visible purpose.- — ^Prom all this it Jfollows that the performance of the details 
should be in the ‘ Order of the Principal ’ [which in this case is the act 
of offerii^f}. . 

It has been argued that “ it is the process in connection with Ourde 
that commences first ” ^ — true, that is so, but that earlier ‘ commencement ’ , 
is due to the needs of the situation (the nature of things), not to the Verbal 
Texts. 

Then again. ‘ the Order of the Principal ’ is more authoritative than 
‘the Order of Commencement If ‘ the Order of the Principal ’ is adopted, it 
is only one act, the first one, that becomes removed in point of time ; while, 
if ‘ the Order of Commencement * is adopted, all the acts become removed. 
It is for this reason that ‘ the Order of the Principal ’ is more authoritative. 

As for the indicative text that has been cited,- — ‘ DodftnoA purwmava- 
deyam^ [‘The carving should be done first to the Curds’], — our answer to 
that is that what is said in that text must be in reference to the Coohed 
Curds ; hence it does not affect our position. 

SUTRA (4). 

Also bboausb we bind texts Indicative (oe the Siddhanta). 
Bhd§ya. 

In support of the Siddhanta, we also have the following indicatAve text — 
‘ Verily he besprinkles the Dhruvd-veaael before him, because it out of 
that vessel that he is going to offer the first Ajyabhaga offerings’ [where 
the fact of a thing being offered first is made the ground for its being 6e- 
aprinJded Gist ]. — ^Prom this also it follows that the Order of the detaiis is 
determined by the ‘ Order of the Principal ’. 


■: I X .. - c 
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ADHiKAEAJjrA (3) ; Th&re is no restriction regarding the Order 
of Sequence heMeen the ^Mi^ and the ^ Sorm- 
8acrifice\ 

StJTRA (6). 

[PffBVAPAK^A]— “ The I^ti should be bekfoembd mbst; because 
OE THE DiEBCT AsSBBTIOIT,’* 



[‘ lapi ’ is the conunoa name applied to all those sacriaces in which the offerings 
oonsiat of Milk, Butter, Rice, Barley or other graina ; and the ‘ Soma ’ is .the common 
name given to all those in whi<di the offerings consist of Soma-juioe. The Darsha- 
Purnamdaa is the Archetype or Model of lapis and the Jyotistomaa is the Archetype 
ipf the Soma-saoiifioes.] 

It has been ordained that the lapi should precede the other sacrifices. 
That© arises the question — ^Is it optional with the performer to perform 
the first or the Soma first i Or must it always be tha lati to be per- 
formed first ? 

The Purvafpcikm view is as follows “ In all cases, the lati should be 
performed first j — ^why ?-7-6ecat«e of the Direct Aaaertion ; there is a direct 
assertion to that effect in the ' foUowing text— ‘ The Daraha-Purnamaaa 
sacrifices are the chariots of the deities ; if a man performs the Soma-aacrijke 
after perfonmnff the Daraha-Purtyamasa-aacriJice, he rea^ches the highest 

position of the Divinity as if carried on a chariot ’ (TaittL Sam. 2. 6. 6. 1). 

And when the Direct Assertion lays down this order, no burden can be too 
heavy for it.-*-Henoe the Soma-saorifice must always be preceded by the 

SOTRA (6). 

[SiDDHiNTA]— F ob some people the SOMA-SAOBmOE [SHOULD COME 

BEFORE THE DaBSHA-PORNAMASA] ; BECAUSE IN CONNECTION 
WITH THE FraS-LAYlNQ IT IS ASSERTED THAT THE 
RESTRICTIONS BELATINd TO THE SEASON AND THE 
ASTBRDSM NEED NOT BE OBSERVED, In CASE THE 
SOMA-SAOEOIOE WERE TO COME AT THE END J 
(OF, I.B. AFTER, THE PaBSHA-PORNAMASA), 

. THEN THE SAID ASSERTION WOULD BE 
■ 4'*' MEANINGLBSS. ‘ ~ ’ r, * 

' - • 'I ; i-'ti * i? I .• . j Bhd^ya. 

We accept the view that the Soma is to be preceded by the lapi ; but 
for some people the Soma sacrifice should come aflfer the Daraha-Piirrpam^.— 



FubTHEB, mE FlBE-INSTALLATIOlSi 18 ASSBBTEB TO BE FOB THE BTJBPOSE 
OF THE SOMA-SAOEmOE ; AND IT CODUD NOT BE RFiOABDED AS 
BEprO lOB THAT PHBPOSE UNIESS THEBE WEBB SOMBTHINa 
PBOXJIAAB (MEANT IN EEGAED TO THE SoMA). 


Bhd^ya. 


For the foUowing reason also there should be immediate sequence between 
the Soma-sacrifice and the Fire-ii^tallation ' For what reason ? ” — Be- 
cause the Fire-instalkUion is asserted to he for the purpose of the Soma-sacrifke, 
in the text — ‘ One who would perforin the Soma-scMjrifice should install 
the Fire ’ ; — ^this is an additional reason. As a matter of fact, every one who 
is going to perform any sacrifice — either the Soma-sacrifice or the Agnihotra 
and the rest — ^installs the Fire ; so that it could not be said to be ‘ for the 
sake of the Soma-socn/ice (alone)’, unless there were some peculiarity in 
the case of the /Soma-sacrifice ; and the only peculiarity possible is that the 
Soma-sacrifice follows immediately after the Fire-installation. 


“ How 80 ? ” — Beocmse in connection the Fire-laying it has been asserted 
that the restrictiom relating to tike season [that it shoifid be done during the 
‘ spring ’] and tite asterism [that it should be done undac the asterism of 
jRohini and so forth] need not be observed-, this assertion is contained in the 
following text-— ‘ If a man is going to perform the Soma-sacrifice, he should 
install the Fire and not wait for the season or asterism ’ ; this means that 
if one wishes to install the Fire for performing the Soma-sacrifice, he should 
not wait for the prescribed season or asterism, he should install the Fire 
forthwith. This text clearly indicates the immediate sequence of the Soma- 
sacrifice to the Fire-installation. If it did not mean that the Soma-sacrifice 
should be performed immediately after the Fire-installation, then the assertion 
that ‘ the season and the asterism should not be awaited ’ would have no 
meaning at all. — ^That is, if immediate sequence were not meant, then the 
assertion would mean that the ‘ season and the asterism ’ should be ignored 
by that same man for whom the observance of those has been enjoined. — 
From all this it follows that there should be immediate sequence between the 
Soma-aaorifice and the Fire-instaliatiom — ^Then again, the affix in the parti- 
ciple ‘ Somena yaksyarndnah ‘ going to perform the Soma-sacrifice ’, clearly 
shows that the sacrifice is to be performed on the same day as the Fire- 
instaUation. This could not be the intended meaning, if the view were held 
that the Soma-sacrifice must always be preceded by the Jsfi ; and in that 
case no significance could attach to the participial affix which denotes the 
act as to be done on the same day. So that the word (participial) would 
be wholly incompatible. — From this it follows that immediate sequence is 
really intended to be expressed- 


SUTRA, (7). 


SHABAEA-BHA^YA : 
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ABHYlYA T, IpIbA JV, ABHIKABANA (3). 

StiTRA (8). 

ThEST ABAIN, fob OKE who is not OOtNO TO FEEFO^ THE SOMA-SAOKIFIOE , 

A SPBCIAB TIMB IS PBESOBIBEB IN CONNECTION WITH THE 
SUBSTANCES TO BE USED AT THE PaVAMANA SAOBIFICE ; 

THEBEFOBE, IF THEBE BE IMMEDIATE SEQUENCE, THERE 
WOULD BE NO DIFFICULTr AT ALL. 

Bhasya, 

For one who is not going to perform the Soma sacrifice, a special time 
is prescribed in ooimection with the substances to be used at the Pavantana 
manfice,— in the text, ‘ If one who is not going to perform the Soma-sacrifice 
were to install the Fire, he should prepare the sacrificial substances before a 
year There is no one who can be said to be ‘ one not going to perform 
m sacrifice', because the sacrifice (Soma) has been prescribed for all; hence 
it follo’OT that the term ‘ not going to perform the Soma-sacrifice ’ must 
mean mt going to perform U immediately (after the Fire-instaUatiou). 

StiTRA (9). 

Fob one who is not going to perform the Soma-sacbipioe, the 

‘ I§TI ’ SHOULD COME FIRST ; ON THE OTHER HAND, IF THE 
FjRB-INSTALLATION is for TB® PURPOSE OP THE SOMA- 
SAORIFIOE, THEN THE SOMA-SACBIBICE SHOULD 

COME FIRST. 

Bkdsya. 

This Smra explains the purpose of this Adhihararm. The question 
Adhikaraim appears to be a weak one, what is the use of 
carryir^ it on ? ’’—the answer is given by the Siitra^a) For one who is 
not going to perform the Soma-sacr{fice,~~aad ' who installs the Fire without 
reference to the Soma-sacrifice, -~4,he Isti should come first;— (6) but if 
the Fire-installing is for the purpose of the Soma-sacrifice, then the Soma- 
sacrifice should come first;— i.e. if the Fire is instaUed for the purpose of 
the Soma-sacrifice, then the performance of the Soma-sacrifice should come 
[Thus there is an option in the matter and there can be no restriction 
regarding the order of sequence between the Ispi and the Soma-sacrifice.'] 


Adbikak.ana (4) : For tJie Brdhmana also, there is no restric- 
tion as to the order of sequence between Isti and Soma. 


SUTRA (10). 

[PCbvapak^a] — “Roe the Beahmana, the Soma-sachifioe should 

BE THE EIEST TO BE PEEFOBMED ; ON ACCOUNT OF 
POSTPONEMENT.” 

Bhdaya. 

There is the Installation of Fire ; in connection with it we have under- 
stood that either the lafi or the Soma-aacriflce should be the first to be 
performed. 

Now there arises the following question — ^Is it for all the three higher 
castes, that either the Soma-aacrifice or lati may be performed first f Or 
is it that for the Brc^hma^f the Soma-^acrifice should always be performed 
first ? Or in the case of the Srahmava, the Pimmmasa sacrifice alone 
(out of the Darsha-Purnamaaa I^i) is to be performed after the Soma-aacrificey 
and for the rest, both the. options are open to him ? Or what is laid down 
to be performed after the Soma-^acrijice. is a totally different satorifice ? 
Or only one substance is put off till after the Soma, and for the rest of it, 
both the options are open to him ? 

The natural answer to this appears to be that the two options — of 
performing the before the Soma, and the Soma before the — are open 
to all the three castes. — “ "Why ? ” — ^Because there is no distinction ; we 
do not find any ground for differentiation. 

Against this, we have the following Purvapakaa view; — 

“ For the Brahmaifa, the Soma-aacrifice should be the first to be per- 
formed always ; — ^why ? — because of poatponemenf ; the following text 
speaks of the postponement (or putting off) of the lapi (IMraM-Purnamdaa) 
(tih after the Soma-aaoH-fice) — ‘ As regards deities, the Brahvmna is Agniya 
(related to Agni) j having performed the Soma-saorifiee, he becomes 
Agniaom^a (related to Agni-Soma) j that offering which is made at 
the Purnamaaa should be offered afterwards ; thus he becomes related to 
two deities ’ ; [here it is said that the Purnamaaa, which stands for the lati 
Dofraha-Purtimnaaa, is to be performed after the Soma-aa^fica\. — What can 
a direct Vedic text not do ? , [So that when something has been declared 
in the Veda, it has to be accepted, however unreasonable it may seem.] — 
From all this it follows that for the Brahmai%a, the Soma-aacrifice should 
be performed first, always.” 
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AJymlTA^ tiUiA ly, ABHIKAmf A (4). 

SBTRA (11). 

[SrDDHiHTA}~lH . BlAtiFrir IT IS OHIiY THE ‘ PaObnamIsA ’ , THAT, IS 
TO BE BUT OFF ; BECAUSE OF THE PBESEBCl OF DlBEOT 

Assbettost. 

BM?ya. 

It has >>een asserted that “ for the BrShmaiia the Soma-saorifioe should 
come first always ” ; but in reality that is not so j because for the Brahma^ 
also, both the options are equally open.— ““Why t” — ^Because. there is no 
distinction ; as between the two options, there is no differentiation made, 
even for the Bra^mana, — “ But it has just been shown in a text quoted that 
there is poatponenient {of the 10,), in the ease of the BrShmaua.” — Not so. 
we reply. The ‘postponement’ spoken of in the text quoted is of the 
Panrnamdaa only (not of the entire IktreM-PilripmSsa 10) ; as it is only 
the PaUrt^amasa that is actually mentioned by naeans of the clause ‘that 
offering is to be made at fhe Putimmdm ’ ; and in cases of verbal authority, 
only that much has to be accepted as is actually expressed by the words ; 
and there is no approach of any such reasoning as — ‘ between two equally 
placed things {Darsha and PUrnamasa), the poaipo^imnt of one {Pimui- 
mma) must mean the postponement of the other (Darsha) also 

S-OTRA (12). 

[Objection] — But in fact, the whole sets of acts make up a 

SINGLE SACRIFICE [CALLED ‘ DABSHA-POBNAMASA ’].” 

Bhd^ya, 

Ohjedion — “ It has just been said that it is the Purnamam alone that 
is put off. — ^But that is not so ; it is the ‘ postponement ’ of the entire sacrifice, 
‘ Darsha-Purmmdaa ’ that is laid down in tiie text ; as it is only when the 
entire sacrifice is performed (as put off), that its result can follow ; other- 
wise (if only the Purnamdaa section were put off) there would be no result 
at all. That this is so is due to the fact that the Pur^amdsa is only a part 
(of the Darsha-PUrtfam ^) ; and hence if this were put off, and the rest 
of the Darsha-Purncmidaa were performed earlier (before tlie Soma-sacrifice), 
then no result would follow from this latter performance ; as it would be 
only a partial performance i so that,* as it would be fruitless, the unpostponed 
part, even though laid down, would not be performed. On the other hand, 
if the entire set of the Darsha-Purtyamd>sa were put off and performed later, 
'due results would follow from it,— rThe postponement oi the entire set 
becomes implied, on the ground that only thus would the injunction of the set 
be fruitful. — ^Thus there should bC postponement of the entire Darsha- 
Purnamasa ; which means that fc^ the Brahmaayi the Soma-aacnfics should 
be^pb^fe«pm©d'%^^ always?’ ’ i- ' 

fTlio objection is answered by ^he Bf^lfcantan under SQ. 17, below.) , . . 

■ * , > Vr .4 ' ■ '4 ji' ' \ ' ' , ■ “ 
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SHABABA.-BHi§YA : 


StJTRA (13). 

[AlTSW 13 Er— FEOM A THIBD PABTY] — " ThB TEXT QTTOTID SSOCTEB BB 
TAKEN AS INJimOTIVE [OF A SAOEIBTCB DIFFEEENT FEOM THE 
OEDINABY ‘ BaESHA-POBNAMISA ’} AS A SXTBSIDIAEy 

[of the Jyoti§toma].” 



“It cannot be as asserted nnder the last Sutra. — If, in the absence 
of a direct assertion to that effect, the entire Daraha-Pur^mdsa were put 
off, then this sacrifice, performed after the Soma-sacrifice, should be taken 
to be a totally different sacrifice of the name of ‘ Darsha-Purnmnma ’ (other 
than the ordinary sacrifice of that name). — ^The advantage under this view 
would be that it would not be necessary to assume a result from a part of 
the Darsha-Pur^masa (the Purnamdsa section only, according to the 
Siddhdnia) ; as for the name, there may be the same name for two distinct 
sacrifices ; just as the names (a) ‘ aJern \ (6) ‘ pada ' and (c) ‘ tnasa ’ are 
applied to various things [(a) * aksa ’ stands for dice, sense-organs, axle 
and other things ; — (6) ‘ pdda ’ stands for feet and' rays i — (c) ‘ mdsa ’ stands 
for beans, a particular toeighf-measure, a foor\.—~Ov, the text may be taken 
as an injunction of a sacrifice, a totally different act, with the same details 
as the Purnamdsa. This would be of the nature of ‘ Direct Assertion ’ 
and as such would set aside all indications of ‘ Syntactical Connection — 
From all this it follows that the action spoken of in the text is a sacrifice 
totally different (from the ordinary Darsha-Piinmndim)*' 

StjTRA(14). 

fTflR Srm rTANTA view EBGAEDING raE TEXT QUOTED BY THE PffEVA- 

r . ^ -From the ‘Context’* rr should be ‘Time’ [THA*r 

IS LAID DOWN BY THE TeXT QUOTED]. 

Bhasya, 

There is no authority for taking the text as laying down a distinct 
sacrifice ; — it is a perceptible fact that the text speaks of the sacrifice to 
which 'the Context belongs ; and that for which there is such authority is 
what should be accepted ; specially as it is not reasonable to attribute several 
meanings to a single term (as has been done to the term ‘ Darsha-Purnamam ’). 
Then again, if the term were taken as denoting the details (of the Purnamdsa), 
that would mean the attributing to the word an indirect indicative sense, 
while it is possible to take ,it in its 'directly expressed sense. — Further, 
nothing is known regarding the form of the new sacrifice (suggested) ; and 
as the form of the sacrifice has not been mentioned, it cannot be taken as a 
distinct sacrifice. — For these reasons, the text should be taken as mentioning 
the same sacrifice that has been dealt with in the ‘ Context for the purpose 
of laying down the time ii.e, the. timC a/ter the Soma-sacrifice), As it is 
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1 only tlie entire sacjrifieo that can bring about tbe result, if there is a post- 

[ ponement, there should be {Kjstponoment of the entire sacriflee.— The same 

, is to be done in the caa© of the Brfthmapa-performer also. 

I As for the argument that ‘ Efeeet Assertion ’ is more authoritative 

tha .i ‘ Syntoctical Connection % — our answer to this is as follows. — ^In a 
ease wliere no result Is spoken of, the indication of ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ 
also is admitted ; — in the case in question there is no mention of any result.— 
If it 1>© argued that the result oould be assumed, — there can be no such 
assumption without a corroborative assertion ; so that a direct assertion of 
the result also wo\ild have to be assumed ; and the syntactical connection of 
tliat assumed text with the text;, in question would also have to be assumed. 
On the other hand, if the text in question is taken as laying down the Time, 
I the syntactical connection would be with a perceptibh {not an assumed) 

? text. — From all this it follows that the text quoted does not lay do^m 

j a distinct sacrifice. 

I Thus so fadp the whole Adhikaratm (dealing with the precise order of 

■ sequence between the 10 and the Scma-saorifice) remaans indefinite and 

incomplete. [The thread of this Adhikara^ is going to be taken up again, 
i xmder Sutrm 17 and 18, below.] 


Adhikaba^a (5) Ths text, ‘ One need not vmt for the 
season or the aateirism \ sets aside the thne of the 
Soma-saerifice'. 


SUTRA (16). 



[POevapajk^a] — " The Sokla would be pbbfoemed m its own time, 

AS THERE IS NO PBOHIBrnON OF THAT.” 


Bhd^. 

There is the text — ' Yah, aom^na yaksyamanah ctgrmiadadlviia na/timn 
m^rafUc^ia fift ytaksof^ram ' One who,. going to perform tlie Soma-sacrifice, 
is to install the Fires, should not wait for the season or the asterism ’]. 

In regard to this there arises the question — Does this text lay down the 
rejection of a particular time for the Fire-installation ? Or that for the 
performance of the Soma -sacrifice ? 

On this question, the Purvapak^ view is as follows : — Tiiis . text 
lays down the rejection of the time for Fire-installation, as for the Soma- 
saarifice, it toouid be pe^ormed m ovm time ; — ^why ? — because there is no 
prohibiHon of that^ In fact. Fire-installation is an auxiliary apt ; hence if 
there is to be a rejection of the time, it should be of the time of the 
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SHABABA-BHlf YA : 


SUTEA (16). 

[SmDHAjrTA]— I t is the dissociation of the Fire-installation 
[from the time of the Soma-saoeifioe, that is laid down 

BY THE TEXT IN QUESTION] J BECADSE [AS FOR THE 

Fiee-installation itself] tt can be performed 

AT ALL TIBfES. 

Bhd§ya. 

The text in question should be taken as laying down the dissoomidon 
of the Fire-installation from the time of the Soma-sacrifice. — ^Why so ? — Became, 
as for the Fire-installation itself, it can he perform^ at all times. That is, 
there Ls no restriction of time regarding Fire-installation; it having been 
declared that ‘ one may install the Fire on the very day on which he feels 
inclined to do so’ (Shatapatha Bra. 2. 1. 3. 9). — ^Under the eircumstances, 
if the text were to prohibit any time in reference to the Fire-installation, 
it would be prohibiting something that is not relevant at all. — From this it 
follows that the text should be taken as laying down the rejection of the 
time of the performance of the Soma-sacrifice. 


[Adhikarana 5 practically ends here. The next two Sutras 
take up the thread of the discussion under Adhikarana 4.] 

SUTRA (17). 

[The Siddhantin’s answer to the objection urged under Stf. 12, 
above] — ^FoR the BeAHMANA the P0BNAMASA ALONE WOULD 
HAVE TO BE POSTPONED TILL AFTER THE SOMA- 
SAOBIFICE ; BECAUSE OF THE BiREOT ASSERTION 
TO THAT BFFBOT. 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra supplies the answer to the objection (urged uuder Su. 12) 
which has remained tinanswered [from the point of view of the SiddhanMn ]. — 
It is not right to.,Jiold that the entire set of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices 
is meant (by tl)e -text) to be postponed, (till after the Soma-saotifice) ; in 
fact, it is only the^ Purnaomsa that is meant to be postponed Pill after the 
Sorna sacrifice. — Hdw' so ? — Became of Direct, Assertion to that effect, — 
this assertion being contained in’thO following text — ‘That offering which 
is made at the P(nernamdsl shopld be made afterwards ’ ; and no burden 
is too heavy for the Vodic text, .Hence, it, is the Punjamdsa alone that is 
meant to be postponed. — As for the .aargument that ** there can be no result 
(from such a partial pcrformfince) >^^th» result will of course follow from 
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ADHTlTA Y, PADA lY, ABHEEABANA (5). 

the whole of the Darsfux^Pur,^amSm feven when the Pun^mma section 
of It IS performed after the -—this has to bo accepted' in 

view of the text quoted actually asserting it. Thus the objection that 
has been urged {under Sil. 12) does not affect our position. 

StTTRA (18). 

[The KlfAB ANSWER OP THE SmBHANTIN TO THE SAME OBJECTION] 
'In FACT, IT IB ONLY ONE (OFFEBINa, OUT OF THE PCBNAMASA 
OFFERINGS, THAT IS MEANT TO BE POSTPONED) ; BEOAFSE 
SUCH IS THE SENSE OF THE WORDS USED ; AND ALSO 
BBOAHSE THE ENTIRE PCfRNAMASA HAS BEEN 
ENJOINED AS TO BE PERFORMED BEFORE (THE 
SOMA-SAORIFIOB). 

Bhd§ya. 

In faot> only one offering should be postponed, — ^not the entire Purrum&aa 
sacrifice.—" Why so ! ^'—Because avch is the sense of the mn-ds used ; the 
words of the text are ‘ That offeriiiig which is made at the Paumamasa 
and this clearly expresses the postponement of only one offering ; and in the 
case of verbal authority, we have to admit just what is directly expressed 
by the words ; and what the words directly express is the postponement of 
just the one offering, nothing else.— Then again, the entire Purv^amdsa has 
been laid down as to be performed before the Soma-aacrifke. Thus then, that 
which is laid down in the text as to be postponed shall be done after the 
Soma-sacrifice, that which is not laid down as to be postponed shall be 
done before the Soma-sacrifice.--From all this it follows that only one offering 
shall be postponed ; and tha for the Brahmapa also both the options are 
available Ei.e. he also may perform either the Ispi or the Soma-saorifice 




x4bhik,abana, ( 6 ) : The offering of "'Clarified Bntter\ shall- 
not he postponed till after the ‘ Somq \ 

StJTRA (19). 


The Cake only (which is debioateb to Aghi-Soma) is to be post- 

PONED (till AFTBE THE SOMA-SACBmCE) ; AS THESE IS NO 
INDICATION (OF THE OTHER) ; SPECIALLY AS IT IS ‘ AqNI ’ _ 

AS ASSOCIATED WITH ‘ SoMA ’ THAT IS SPOKEN OF 

AS THE ‘ Deity 

Bhdsya. 

[The question dealt with in this AdJiikaray^ is — ^wMeh oum is the offering 
— Cake or Clarified Butter — ^that is to be postponed, aeoordiag to Sutra 

la] 

There is the following text — ‘ Agneyo mi brahmaw devakiyd, m eomena 
istvd agmaomiyo bkamti ; yadevddah, patsnmmdsam hamh tat tarhi anU” 
nirvapU, tarhyuhhayadevaiyo bhavati ’T* As regards deities, the Brahmana 
verily is related to Agni ; after performing the Sotnasacrifice, he becomes 
related to Agni -Soma ; that offering which is made at the Pun^masa shotild 
be made afterwards, then he becomes related to both deities ’]• — ^This mmns 
that — inasmuch as he becomes ‘ related to Agni-Soma ’ only at the time 
stated (i.e. after offering the Soma-sacrifice ) — and not before it, — thei^OTe 
the said offering is to be made ‘ afterwards ’ ; and here, after enjoining the 
offering to Agni-Soma, the fact of its being offered to two deities is cited as 
a reason for its offering ; so that the offering to Agni-Soma would be the 
one that is justified by reason not any offering to a single deity ; at the 
time stated, the man can make the offering to Agni-Soma ; before that time 
that {Agni-Soma) is not the deity for that man ; thus it is by making the ' 
offering that the sacrificing person becomes related to the deity; and it 
becomes established that it is only the Codec, not any other substance, that 
is ‘ Agni-somlya ’ (related to Agni-Soma). 

SOTRA (20). 

'• Thm (1I.ARIFTED Butter also (j.|aybe put off) ”, — if this is urged — 
[then the answer is' ^ I3HVEN IN THE NEXT StJTRA]. 

, BM§ya. 

Ohjerfion — '• If you think that the is to he postponed because it is 
■related to Agni-Soma, then, inasmuch the Clarified Butter also is related 
to Agni-Soma, that also sliouid be pdstpdn^.” ■ 




ADHIBLARAifA (7) : The Metypes are to be completed on the 
same day^ mt to he continued for two days, like 
the Archetype. 

St?TRA (22). 

iNASMtrOH AS THE'EcTY-PB IS TO BE PBBFOEMBD AT THB TIME, TEE 

SUBSEQUENT EgTMPE SHOULD BE PERFORMED THEN AND THEBE 
(at the prescribed time), THE TWO POINTS OF TIME HAVINO 
BEEN DEBEOTLY PRESCRIBED. 

Bhdsya. 

AU Ec^pdZ sacrifices form the subjeet-iioatter of this Adfdkarctrta , — 
such as ‘ Airuiragnm^kadaahakapdJ-am rvirvapU ’ [‘ One should offer the 
Cake baked on eleven pans to Indra and Agni'], and the like. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are these eotypes to be per- 
formed then and there at the prescribed time ? Or are they to be continued 
for two days (like their Archetype! ? [The Archetype of l§ti sacrifices, the 
Darsha-Pur^mdsa, extends over two day.s — ^it being distinctly laid down 
that ‘ on the previous day he should set up the Fire and on the following 
day make the offerings to the deities ’ ; and the question is — ^Are the 
eotypes also to extend over two days ? Or are they to be completed in 
a single day ? ] 

The natural answer to this question that presents iteelf is aa follows — 
As a matter of fact, the Eotype takes in the details belonging to its Archetype, 
on the strength of the General Injunction (that " the Eotype is to be per- 
formed like its Archetype ’) ; and Irence so far as the Ectype is concerned, 
all these details are assumed through Inference. The Full-Moon Day is a 
time other than that at which the .Eotype has begun to be performed [i.e. 
the Moonless Day] ; — now this other time (the Full-Moon Day) might be 
taken up, either by the (oontinuation of the) Archetype itself, or by the 
Eotype j it could not be taken fip by both;- hqnoe it would have to be 
abandoned in reference to orxe or the other pS the two. Under the circum- 
stances, it is far more reasonable th%t it should be abandoned in reference 
to the Eotype, with which the eonheptioh pf the said time is only assumed 
through Inference, — and not in reference to the Archetype, with which its 
connection is directly laid down; From, this it foEows that the Ectypes 
should be performed then and there, at #ie |)resorib6d time. 
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adhyIya V, pIda IV, ABHIKABANA '(7). 

SOTBA (23). 

[OBJBGTIONj— “ If they WEBB PEBFOE3tfED DUBIHG THE TWO BAYB, OT 
WOULD BE MOEB LOGICAL.” 

Bha§ya. 

[Sai/s tfm Opponent}—^'- If the Eotypes were performed during two days 
it would be done more logically ; hence they should be performed during the 
two days ; by this the General luiunetion would become honoured. Because 
in connection witii the .\rehetype. we read— ‘ On the previous day one should 
set up the Fire and on the following day he should offer the saorifice to 
the deity Hence the order of iserformanee should be like this — ^Having 
completed one Ectype extending over two days, one should begin the other 
on the same day and hnish it on the following day.’ 

SUTRA (24). 

[Answer] — ^They should be performed then and there, at the 

PRESCRIBED TIME, BECAUSE OF THE DIRECT ASSERTION 
TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhd^ya. 

It is not correct to say that the Eetypes should extend over two days ; 
because they should be performed then and there, at the prescribed time.-^ 
“ Why so ? ’’—Because there is the following text to that effect—' When one 
is going to perform the Ispi, or the Animal-Orifice, or the Soma-sacrifice, 
or the Ayrayar^ he should perform^ it on either the Pull-Moon Day or the. 
Moonless Day’. This assertion is in reference to the Primary sacrifice 
along with its auxUiaries ; and from this it follows that the whole sacrifice 
along with its auxiliaries should be performed either on the Pull-Moon Day 
or on the Moonless Day ; so that the Eetypes have to be performed then 
and there, at the prescribed time. 



Adhikarana (8) ; The Ectypes of the ‘ Sdwmyya offering \ 
mid those of the ’"Agmsmni'ya offering \ are to be 
put off till after the Smm-sacrifice, 

SUTRA (25). 

The Ectypes of the ‘ SInnIyya offering ’ and those of the 
‘ Agn1§omIya offering’ should be put off till after toe 

SOMA-SACEIFICE, — ^UKE THEIR ARCHETYPES. 

Bhdsya. 

The Ectypes of the ‘ Sdnndyya offering ’ and those of the * Ag-rmomlya 
offering ’ are the subject-matter of this AdhikaranM. — The Ectyi>e of the 
Sdnndyya ^ the Amikad (curdled pieces) offering [Taitti. Sam. 1. 8. 2. i], 
and the Eotype of the Agnlsomlya Ims been laid down in the text — ‘ The 
Brahmaija desiring Brnbraic glory should offer the Cake of Skyunulka corn 
baked upon eleven pans to Agni-Sorna, during the spring ’ — (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 6. 5. 1), and so forth. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are these Ectypes to 
be performed before as well as after the Soma-sacrifice ? or only after it ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that “ they may be performed before as well 
as after the Soma-sacrifice ; as there is no grotmd for distinction ”. 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows ; — ^They should- be per- 
formed after the Soma -sacrifice. The Archetypes, of these sacrifices are 
performed after the Soma-sacrifice; therefore, on the basis of the General 
Injunction, these sacrifices also should be performed after the Soma-sacrifice. 
— That the Sdnndyya should be offered after the Soma-sacrifice has been 
declared in the text — ‘ One who has not performed the Scma-sacHfiee 
should not offer the Sdnndyya -Of the Agnlsomiya also the performance 
aftgr the Soma-sacrifice has been laid down in the following text — ‘As 
regards deities, the Brahmana is related to Agni, he becomes that after 
having performed the Soma-aacrifice ; hence that which is offered at the 
Paumamasi should be offered afterwards, and then he becomes related to 
both deities — Thus then, inasmuch as both these Archetypes are spoken 
of as to be performed after the Soma-sacrifice, theb ectypes also should be 
perfoi’med after the Soma-aacrifice, 





Adhtkabana (9) : The Ectypea of the Soma-aacrijlce should 
be performed after the Darsha-Purnarnma. 

SUTRA (26). 

SiMILABLY, THE EcTYPES OF THE SOMA-SACEIFIOE SHOHHD BE PEEFOBMED 
AFTEB THE DABSHA-PtfBJTAMASA. 

Bhd§ya. 

Cow-sacrifice and other Mkaha sacrifices are the Eotypes of the Sorna^ 

aacrtjice. 

In rega^ to these, there arises the question—Are these Ectypes to be 
performed before as well as after the Daraha-Purrmmam 1 or only after 
these ? 

^ The Purva^pakaa view is that “there should be no restriction, as there 
IS no ground for malring any distinction 

Against this, we have, the foUowing Siddhdnta :-^Similarly the Ectypes 
of the Soma-sacHfice should be performed after tU Darsha-Pumamasa. The 
Jyotistoma (which is the Archetype of the Soma-sacrifices) 'is performed 
aftOT the Daraha-Purnamdsa, as is clearly laid down in the text— ‘After 
mving performed the Darsha-Purtfomdsa sacrifice, one should offer the 
Soma-sacrifice ‘ (TaittL Sam. 2. 6. 6. 1). By virtue of the General Injunction 
^property (of being performed after the Darsha-Puruamdsa) becomes 
tmnrferred to the Cow-sacrifice and other Ekaha sacrifices (which are Ectypes 
of the Jyotistoma)-, hence it foUows that these also shoTild be performed 
after the Earsha-Purnamdsa, 


End of Pdda w of Adh/ywya V. 
End of Adhydya V. 


ADHYAYA VI. 

PlDA I. 

[Saoriflcial acts and their order have been dealt with; we now proceed to 
consider the nature of the Performer— Who is the person qualified for the performancse 
of sacrifices ? As a rule, the person going to perform a sacrifice is one who wishes 
to obtain the results that the sacrifice is expected to bring about; hence the First 
Adihikarana is devoted to establishing the fact that the sacrificial acts being consi- 
dered are really fruitful, they really bring about definite results.] 


ADHiKAJtANA (1) : ‘ AdMhdranydya ’ ; Sacrifices and other 
acts are conducive to Heaven and other desirahle 
results, 

SUTRA (1). 

[PCevajpax^a] — “ Whenbyee SXTBSTAE'OES aeb cohnected with 

ACTIONS, IT IS ONLY AS STJBOBDINATB AHXTLIAEIBS THAT THEY 
AEE EBLATEI) TO THEM 

Bhd§ya. 

We have such texts as ‘One desiring Heaven, should perform Hie 
DaraTia^Purtfomdsa saoriflees’, — ‘ One desiring Heaven, should perform the 
Jyotistoma sacrifice 

(A)' In regaM to these, there arises the question — -Is ‘ Heaven ’ the 
sij^ordinate, and the ‘ sacrificial act ’ the principal, factor — or the ‘ sacrificial 
act’ the subordinate, and ‘Heaven’ the predondnarU, factor ? 

Question ! — “ Why should this question arise T ” 

Answer — ^Here both the things are mentioned — ‘Desiring Heaven’ 
as well as ‘ should sacrifice ’ ; so that some sort of relationship between 
‘ desire for heaven ’ and ‘ sacrifice ’ is understood to be meant ; — now in 
this relationship, does the ‘ sacrifice ’ come in as the means or as the end 
to be accomplished ? — there is reason for the consideration of this question. — 
Now (A), if what is enjoined by the sentence is the sacrifice as to be accom- 
plished by the person ‘ desiring heaven ’, — the meaning being that ‘ the 
sacrifice should be performed by the person desiring heaven — ^then it follows 
that the ‘ sacrifice ’ can be duly accomplished only by one who is imbued 
with the ‘ desire for heaven ’ ; so that in relation to the ‘ sacrifice the 
‘ desire for heaven ’ would appear to be enjoined (as a means) for the man ; 
so that the sacrifice can be accomplished only by one who has that desire, 
and not by any other person ; as it is only one ‘ desiring heaven ’ that can 
be able to accomplish the sacrifice. [In this case, the ‘ sacrifice ’ would 
be the end, and the ‘desire for heaVep’, the means.] — (B) On the other 
hand, if what is enjoined for the ‘ man de-siring heaven ’ is the bringing 
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about of the desired thing, — ^then this bringing about of the desired thing 
would have to be taken to be qualified by the ‘ Sacrifice ’ ; and in that case 
the ‘ Sacrifice ’ would be recognised as the means [and the ‘ desired thing ’ 
as the As a matter of fact, the text in question is capable of affording 

both these meanings (A and B) viz., (A) the Saonjiee should be accomplished 
{by means of the Desire for Heaven), and (B) the desired thing. Heaven, m to 
be brought about (by means of the sacrifice).— And yet both of these could 
not be possible simultaneously ; for if the ‘ Sacrifice ’ is the end, the 
desired thing’ cannot be so, — and if the ‘desired thing’ is the end, the 
‘ Sacrifice ’ cannot be so ; because the constructions of the text will have 
to be different in the two cases [i,e. if the ‘ Sacrifice ’ is the End, the con- 
struction would be ‘ kdmena yagam hhdvayU ‘ one should bring about the 
sacrifice by means of the desire ’ ; whereas if the ‘ desired thing ’ were 
the end, the construction would he ^ ydgena kamam hhdvayU \ ‘ one should 
bring about the desired thing by means of the sswjrifice].— Thus we find that 
the question is quite reasonable. 


(B) Similarly there is another question arising out of the said question-— 
What is ‘ Heaven ’ ?— Is it ‘ happiness ’—or a ‘ substance ’ ?— This question 
arises here because if ‘Heaven’ is a ‘substance’, then the aci (sacrifice) 
is the pHnovpad, and the snhstance (Heaven) the subordinate, factor;— on 
the other hand, if ‘Heaven’ is ‘happiness’, then the sacrifice is the 
subordinate, and Heaven the prmoipal, factor. 

“ But why should this question arise ? ” 

H arises because the text does not speak of the ‘ desired thing ’ as the 
suboifimate or as the principal factor; aU that it expresses is the relation- 
s^p between that thing and the ‘Sacrifice’; while by the very liature of 
t^gs a substance is what subserves the purposes of an act, while human 
effort (activity) subserves the purpose of ‘ Happiness ’. 


Pf'-^Vaksa view on the question (A) is as foUows Heaven 
(the deavred Mng) is the subordmate, and the act (sacrifice), the principal, 
actor. And in this connection they declare (in answer to question B) 
that Heaven ’ is a awfestonce.— How is this deduced ’—For the ascertainW 
of the meanings of aU words, we have to depend npon common usage 
a^ m common usage, the word ‘ heaven ' has been found to be expressive 
of szd)starwe,—i.e. it stands for substances in all such assertions as— ‘ Fine 
silken clothes are Heavm\ ‘ Sandal-paste is Heaven \ ‘Sixteen-year-old 
guls sxe^eaven and the like ; in fact anything that is pleasant is spoken 
ot as Heaven ’ ; and from this equation we get at the proposition that 
Heaven is a pleasure-giving substanee \—lt might be urged that ‘the 
use of the word Heaven refeired may be based upon Analogy ’.—But as a 
matter of fact, there is no use of the word (‘Heaven’) independently of this 
analog, upon which the said analogy could be based. Hence -the use of the 
word m question cannot be regarded as^ ‘ analogical ’.-Therefore we con- 
elude that Heaven ’ is a substance. 
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“ The Opponent says — ^This is not so j * Heaven ’ is happiness ; it cannot 
be a substance, because the two are not concomitant ; i.e. there are cases 
where the word ‘ heaven ’ does not denote the same stibsiance ; on the other 
hand, there is no case where the word does not denote happiness. Hence 
from negative and positive concomitance, we conclude that the word ‘ heaven ’ 
denotes happiness, 

“ But it is not true that the word ‘ heaven ’ is expressive of happiness. — 
Why so ? — ^Because it is a qualifying factor, and what enters into the connota- 
tion of a word as a qualifying factor cannot itself form that connotation. 
For instance, in the case of the word ‘dtmdm’, ‘stick-holder’, the word 
denotes the man through the stick (which is a qualifying factor) ; so that the 
stick is only a basis for the connotation, and does not form the connotation 
of the word. In the same manner, the word ‘ heaven ’ is not connotative 
of ‘ happiness it is connotative only of a thing bringing happiness. 

“ Says the Opponent — Among common people, the word ‘ heaven ’ Is 
found to be xxsed in the sense of a particular region — ‘ Where there is neither 
heat nor cold, neither hunger nor thirst, no unpleasantness, no sorrow, — 
a region to which go after death only men who have led virtuous lives — 
The answer to this is. that, if some people liad gone there without dying, 
and had returned, — ^without going through the process of being bom again, — 
then alone could any such region be believed to exist, on the basis of the 
direct perception of these men; and it cannot be believed in solely on the 
basis of Inference. — Opponent — ‘ There have been persons with occult 
powers who have actually seen such a r^on, and have described it’. — 
There is no evidence in support of the assertion that there have been such 
men with occult powers and that they have d^ribed the Heavenly Begion 
as above. — ^Hence we conclude that there is no such Region. — ‘But from 
(a) common usage, (6) from stories, and (c) from the Veda, we leam that there 
is such a region as Heaven \ — That cannot be ; (a) because no men having 
ever come across such a region, any ordi/nary desoriptwn of it cannot 
be regarded as trustworthy; — (6) stories also being the work of human 
authors, cannot be trustworthy ; — (a) then, as for the description of Heaven 
met with in the Vedas, — there is no such passage which is mandatory in its 
character ; wherever it is found, it is only as part of some other injunctive 
sentence, and as such to be taken only as commendatory (of what is enjoined 
in this latter sentence). — ^Even though some proof of the existence of such 
a region may be found in the fact that, if such a. region did not exist, then 
there would be no justification for those Vedio declarations that speak ol 
‘pure unalloyed happiness’, — yet, the existence of such a region would 
not be inconsistent with our view that the word ‘ Heaven ’ denotes ‘ the 
means of happiness — Thus then, there being no human activity in relation 
to any such region, the word ‘ heaven ’ cannot be regarded as expressive 
of it. 

“ It being thus settled that Heaven is only a thing bringing happiness 
we assert the following view (in answer to the main question of the 
AdhiJcarafyi) — Whenever siAstances ave emmoted with actions, it is only Oi 
subordmette atixiUaries ^lat ihey are related to them (Sutra). That is, in the 
text in question it is the ‘ Sacrifice ’ that is declared &b to be accosnplishec 
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by the nxan ‘ desiring heaven ’ ; — hence there must be some ‘ connection ’ 
between the ‘ Sacrifice ’ and ‘ Heaven ’ ; — now of these two, that what is a snb- 
stance is already an accomplished entity, and it is only the act (sacrifice), 
that is y&t to be accomplished ; — and between these two, it is only right that 
what is already an accomplished entity should subserve the purposes of 
what is yet to he accomplished ; becaxise in this case the help rendered by the 
latter would be something tangible ; — what is yaf to he accomplished cannot 
be regarded as subserving the purposes of what' is already an accomplished 
entity I as in this case all idea of any, tangible benefit would have to be 
renounced (as impossible). 

^‘Opponent. — ‘How do you know that the text in question enjoins 
the saanficc as to he accomplished, — ^when it is clear that the same text also 
speaks of the desired result as to he brought dbout ? ’ 

“ Answ&r — ^That the desired result is to be brought about is indicated 
by * Syntactical Connection \ while thcd the sacrifice is to he accomplished 
is declared by ‘ Direct Assertion ’ ; and ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is more authouta- 
tive than ‘ Syntactical Connection Henbe the meaning of the sentence 
is that ‘ one desiring Heaven should accomplish the sacrifice ’ ; i.e. for ‘ one 
desiring heaven, it is necessary that the sacrifice should be accomplished — 
Then again, it is well known that ‘ what should be accomplished or done 
(i.e. Bight)’ brings happiness and ‘what should not be done (i.e. Wrong)’ 
brings unhappiness ; — and the ‘ Saorifioej ’ is spoken of by the text as ‘ to 
be accomplished ’ ; — hence it follows that the ‘ Sacrifice ’ will bring happiness ; 
— and this happiness can come only to one who desires (seeks for) it, not to 
anyone else. — ^Thus it is that * desire for heaven ’ becomes subordinate to 
the ‘ Sacrifice ’ ; in fact, in the case of all actions, a desire for things comes 
in as a subordinate factor ; as it is through this desire that the man (who is 
going to do the act) tries to secure the things (required for the act) by tangible 
means. In the case in question, it is the desire for the particular substance, 
Heathen, that has been specified ; — ^and exactly as it has been found to be 
subordinate (to the act of Sacrifice), so in the same form should it be 
taken as specified by the text ; — ^that is to say, as subserving the purposes of 
the sacrifice, only through tangible, not. through intangible, means. — 'From 
all this, it follows that when a man is impelled by the ‘ desire for heaven ’ — 
which is subordinate to the sacrifice, — ^he will try to accomplish the ‘ sacrifice *, 
with a view to securing the substance, ‘ Heaven ’. — ^Even if this were done 
through intangible means, it would not affect our position.?’ 

SUTRA (2). 

[Seddhanta] — ^But [the Aot itseie] would not be pereobmed ; 

BECAUSE IT IS EOB. THAT PUBPOSE. 

Bhd§ya. 

The particle ‘ tu ‘ but serves to preclude the Furmpakfa, 

As a matter of fact, people always describe ‘ Hei^en ’ as ‘ happiness 
“ But why so ? ” — ^Weli, you have asserted that the term ‘ heaven ’ denotes 
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SHABARA-BHi^YA * 


a substance qualijied by Juxppimss If that is so* then it is necessarj^ that 
it sho\ild first denote happiness ; because it is <mly the idea of happiness 
with which the word is invariably concomitant ; though it is not so concomitant 
with the idea of substance ; for instance, that same substance which is cmi- 
ducive to happiness, — wliieh substance is held to be denoted by the term 
‘heaven’ — sometimes fails to bring happiness, and in that case that sub- 
stance cannot be denoted by the term ‘heaven’, [which shows that the 
idea of substance is not inseparable from the term ‘ heaven ’] ; and from 
this it follows that the term ‘ heaven ’ denotes happiness. 

It has been, argued that the ease of the term ‘ heaven ’ denoting the 
substance qualified by happiness is analogous to the case of the term ‘ stick - 
holder ’ denoting the man gtudified by the stick. — ^But there also the term 
brings about the notion of the man holding the stick only after the stick itself 
has been cognised as denoted by the word ; because the term ‘ stick ’ forms 
part of the term ‘ stick-holder and that is what denotes the stick. In the 
case in question however, there is only the one word ‘heaven’, and this 
mtist denote happiness [so the two cases are not analogous!. 

It being settled then that the term ‘heaven’ denotes happiness, the 
‘ sacrifice ’ must be the subordinate, and ‘ happiness ’ the principal, factor, 
— Why so ? — Because the Agent’s effort (activity) is for that pwpoae ; 
whenever a man puts forth an effort, it is always for the purpose of obtain- 
ing happiness ; and from this we conclude that happiness [being the end 
of all activity] cannot be the means to the act of ‘ Sacrifice ’ ; specially because 
it is a substance that is the means to a ‘ Sacrifice ’ ; as in the absence of a 
siibstance, no ‘ sacrifice ’ is possible ; since the very term * sacrifice ’ denotes 
an act hearing upon a mbstanm and a deity. Then again, there are ‘ sacrifices ’ 
even when there is no ‘happiness’. Further, if the sacrifice were not 
performed for the purpose of obtaining ‘ happiness then it would not he 
performed at aU ; i.e. it could not have anyone to perform it ; it is only 
the act that serves the purpose of bringing about happiness that is per- 
formed,-— none other is performed. 

Says the Opponent — “ But in the text itself, it is the sacrifice that is 
laid down aa to be done, brought about 

Answer — ^It is true that the sacrifice is laid down as to he done ; but the 
desired thing is understood to be what should be brought about. 

Opponent — “ It is through Diredt Assertion that the sacrifice is declared 
to be what should be brought about j while it is by Syntactical GonnecUon 
that the desired thing is indicated to be what should be brought about ; 
and both of them cannot be regarded to be brought about ; as that would 
involve a syntactical split, [And as Direct Assertion is more authoritative 
than Syntactical Connection, it is the Sctcrifice that shoxild be taken as what 
is to be brought about.] ” . 

Answer — ^Even though sacrifice is found to be directly asserted as to 
be brought about, yet it could not fby itself) be brought about or done ; 
because what is done by man is an act that brings happiness (not what 
brings pain), and the performance of a Sacrifice is always painful; thus 
being directly perceived as painful, it would be directly perceived as something 
not to he done, ' ■' 



ADHYIyA VI, PAPA 1, ADBIKABANA {1). 069 

“ But from the fact of its being Isnd down m k) he dme it would be 
inferred to be conducive to happiness,” 

J.nswer— Inference, contrary to Perception, can have .no validity. 

From all this it follows that, if the Samfice does not serve the purpose 
of bringing about happiness, then it cannot be performed at all. 

Opponent — “The sacrifice [enjoined by the text in question] could be 
connected (taken along) with some other text speaking.bf a desirable result.” 

Answer— -'Ecvm. if it were so connected, if it were not actually enjoined, 
it could not be understood to be conducive to any result, simply on the 
ground of its being mentioned in proximity to such a result.— It is for this 
reason that, in order to save the sacrifice from being regarded as fruitless, 

‘ Heaven ’ comes to be understood as sometliing to be brought about ; and 
as the man’s activity in the case is qualified by the act of ‘Sacrifice it is 
this act of ‘ Sacrifice ’ that should be the means of bringing about the said 
Heaven. 

Thus we find that it has been well said that the ‘ Sacrifice ’ is the 
svhordiimte, and ‘ Heaven ’ the principal, factor. 

SUTRA (3-). 

Fijbthbe, inasmtjch as the act (of saceifice) must be belated 
(to something), it should be taken as belated to the 

DESIRED THING (HeAVEN) ; HENCE THE TEXT SHOULD BE 
TAKEN AS ENJOINING THE ACT (OF SACRIFICE, AS A 
MEANS TO THE ATTAINMENT OF HeAVEN). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not only in order to avoid its fruitlessness that* we regard the 
sacrifice as the subordinate factor ; as a matter of fact (we do so) because the 
sacrifice is actually enjoined as a means to the attainment of the desired 
thing called ‘ heaven — “ But it is the sacrifice itself which is enjoined 
directly by the text as what should be done or brought about [from which it 
follows that the sacrifice is the principcd. factor] ”. — ^True ; but in that case, the 
sacrifice becomes entirely fruitless. If the sacrifice is not taken as enjoined 
in reference to Heaven, then, — and the sacrifice thereby being something 
fruitless, — ^the ‘ desire for heaven’, even though laid down, in the text, would be 
entirely useless ; and in that case the whole Injunction would be pointless. 
If the two things, {Heaven and Sacrifice) not related to one another, were 
taken as enjoined (by the text), then, that would involve a syntactical split. — 
From this we conclude that the term ‘ desiring heaven ’ does not enjoin , — 
it only refers to — what is expressed by it [i.e. it forms part of the Subject, 
not the Predicate, of the sentence]. Thute it is thht the ‘ desired thing 
which is indicated by ‘ Syntactical Connection comes* to be recognised 
as to he done or accomplished, and the ^ Sacrifice * comes to be recognised 
as the means to that accomplishment' . In this way there would be no direct 
inconsistency in not regarding the ‘ Sacr^e ’- as something to be done or 
brought about — [Read — ‘ ^inaydgakdrtastycftaydm- as i» MS.C. If we retain 
the printed text it can be taken as— r‘ In this way there would be no direct 



inconsistenoy to the aacnfice being p^formed'-, because the wmina also has 
to operate towards the fulfihnent of the desired end]. — ^From all this it 
follows that di0 texd ahonid be tahen aa enjoining Ae adt ; i.e. it is the act 
of sacrifice that is enjoined as the means to the attainment of Heaven, — 
and not the Heaven as a means to the oof of aca^ifice. 

Ofe/ecifoa— “ What advantage is there if the Heaven is not enjoined ? 

Answer — ^The advantage is this: As a matter of fact, what is not 
enjoined and what is not implied cannot be treated as a subordinate factor ; 
hence (if Heaven is not enjoined) it follovrs that Heaven must be the principcd, 
and the act of sacrifi^, the subordinate, factor. 

Then again, any such idea as — -‘one for whom Heaven is the desired 
object should accomplish the sacrifice ’ — ^would be a most incongruous 
one— the man desiring one thing and accomplishing something else. — “ But 
from the connection between the two, it is understood that the sacrifice, 
when accomplished, would lead to the attainment of Heaven.” — ^Tlmt 
cannot be ; aa for people for whom the Verbal Text is the sole authority {in 
regard to the matter imder consideration), it is not right to derive any 
idea except through the Text. If the Opponent were to say — “ It is 
from the text itself that we deduce the said connection between the Sacrijiee 
and Heaven ; just as we do in the case of the’ sentence ‘ Desiring to collect 
wood, one should go to the forest % ” — ^then, the Siddhdniin should reply 
that in the case of the sentence cited, the fact that going to tfte forest is con- 
ducive to the collecting of wood is already known from other sources [which 
cannot be said in regard to the text speaking of Sacrifice and Heaveri]. — 
The Opponent might say — ■“ In order to save the injunction from being 
futile, we could have the presumption (of the said connection between 
Sacrifice and Heaven) — ^The answer to that is that the futility of an 
injunction has no such capacity as to provide the notion that * Happiness 
is the fruit of sacrifice in the absence of a direct assertion of such a fruit. 
It might well become futile ; but it cannot have the said capacity. For 
instance, if a man is desirous of burning a thing, and fetches water for that 
purpose, this fetching of waier would be futile, as it would not bring about 
the desired burning ; — ^but this ‘ futility ’ cannot produce, in the water, 
the capacity to bum. 

In reality however, if the other view is accepted — ^that the text enjoins 
the sacrifice, for the man desiring Heaven,- — this injunction is found to serve 
a distinctly useful purpose. — “ According to this other view also, all that is 
done is tlxat the Sacrifice is enjoined for the man desiring Heaven, — ^not 
that Heaven follows from the Sacrifice ”. — That is not right ; because 
according to our view what the text does is to refer to the activity of the 
man desiring Heaven, and enjoins the Sacrifice as a means thereto. So that 
it is not open to the objection that has been urged against it. — *' But there 
is no text to the effect that that activity is with a view to Heaven — As a rule 
an activity is undertaken with a view to some desired object ; for ‘ the man 
desicmg Heaven’, Heaven is the desired object; — ^in fact, the mention of 
‘ Derire for heaven ’ is there only for the purpose of iudicating that particular 
activity which would bring about that object hence this view is entirely 
flawless. - j. . .1 4 v •, 4 ■; 



From all this it follows that the text contains an injnnction of the act 
•of Sacrifbe for the man desiring Heaven; and hence it also follows that 
'‘ Heaven’ is the principal, and ‘ Sacrifice the subordinate* factor, Thus 
then* the injunction ‘should sacrifice’ should be taken as referring to the 
person ‘ d^iring Heaven’ ; and it thus becomes established that the text 
in question lays down the characteristics of the performer. 




^ ■*. <4 




Adhik ARANA (2) t Only human beings are entitled to perform 
such ctcts m the ^ Sacrifice \ 

SUTRA (4). 

[RCrvapak§a] — “ Inasmuch as an act is pbbfoemed fob ths 

PURPOSE OF OBTAININO RESULTS, ALL BEINGS SHOULD BE 
ENTTTLBD TO PERFORM THE ACTS PRESCRIBED IN 
THE SCRIPTURES 

Bha^ya,. 

We have the texts — ‘ Desiring Heavm, one . should, p^orm the Dm'ska- 
PuTViaindsa saerifloes % ‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the JyoHsfoma 
saerifice ’« 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are these acts enjoined 
for all kinds of beings ? Or only for such beings as may have the capacity 
to perform the acts enjoined ? 

On this question, the view is as follows : — “ The injunctions 

must be meant for aU beings, because thwe is no distinction. — ‘ But there 
are certain beings who do not desire anything ; how could they be entitled 
to perform the acts enjoined — ^The answer to this is that the injunctions 
may not be applicable to inanimate objects ; but the injunetive word 
‘ shoxild sacrifice ’ cotild certainly be addressed to all animals. — ‘ But animals 
also do not desire anything — ^That is not so, we reply. Animals do desire 
happiness; for instance,, it is found that when suffering from the effects 
of heat, they betake themselves to the shade,, and when suffering from cold, 
they move into the sun. — Says the opponent — ‘ Animals are conscious 
of immediately impending results, they never desire any results that are 
to come in the futtue ? and the acts prescribed ha the Veda (which we are 
considering now) are all such as have their results appearing in the remote 
future — ^The answer to this is that animals are found to evince a desire 
for sqp.e such results as are to appear in the remote future ; for instance, 
we find dogs fasting on the fourte^th, and kites on the eighth, day of the 
month. There can be no chance of these animals suffecing from disease 
(on account of which they may be going without food on certain days) ; 
because the fasting is foimd to recur on fixed days (and certainly there 
could be no such regularity of intervals in the animal’s being ill) ; also 
because ail the time we find several articles of food lying before the said 
animals (so that the fasting caimot be held to be due to want of food) ; while, 
at other times they ace not found going without food even though only 
simple articles of food are there before them. — ^Then again, there are Vedie 
texts also indicative of the fact that, like deities and sages, trees also perform 

sacrifices, — such texts, for instance, as — ‘ Devd vai sattramaaata 

varutsvcctayah saUramasata' [’The deities took- part in the sacrificial session 
the trees took part in the sacrificial session ’} (Taitti. Sam. 1. 6. 11. 3). 
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— ‘ As a matter of faot, however, animals and trees cannot be capable of 
carrying out the aatipe details of the enjoined act ; and as such they cannot 
be entitled to perform them’. — ^The answer to this is that some of them 
may be able to perform the sanrifioe ; and ths^efore such injunctive words 
as ‘ should sacrifice ’ will apply to those that may be so able ; though there 
may be some such details as the Vi^uhrama and the like which they may not 
be able to perform ; and the injunction of these will not apply to those.-— 
So that the being to whom the injunctions of the Vis^uTcrama and such 
details will not be applicable will perform the socrij^ pure and simple; 
where would be the harm in that ? As for the possession of property 
(necessary for the performance of sacrifices), such names of villages as 
' Devagraina' (‘village of deities’), ^ Hastigrama ^ (‘village of elephants’), 
• ^aabhasya grdmah ’ (‘ village of the Bull ’), indicate that beings other than 
Men also possess properties in an indirect (figurative) sense, — -From all this 
it follows that beings other than man are also entitled to perform sacrifices, 
so long as they are able to do so 

SUTRA (5). 

[SpDDHANTA] — BBALP ry, THDB INJtmCTION OP AN ACT SHOPLI) BE 
TAKEN TO APPLY TO ONLY SUCH AN AGENT AS MAY BE ABLE 
TO CABBY OtTT THE ENTTBB DETAILS OP THE ACT ; 

BECAUSE SUCH IS THE SENSE OF THE VbDIC TEXTS. 

Bhasya. 

The particle ‘ w ’ (‘in reality ’) sets aside the Purvapakm view. 

It is not correct to hold that animals also are entitled to perform 
sacrifices. — “ Who then is entitled ? ” — Only one who is able to carry out 
the whole act. As a matter of faot, animals and others are. not able to 
carry out tbe details of the sacrifice in their entirety; — Whence for these 
beings the sacrifice cannot be a means of seourmg happiness ; how can an 
act that one cannot do be a means of happiness to him ? — ^The deitiea also 
are not entitled to perform sacrifices, because apart from themselves there 
are no other deities (to whom they could offer the sacrifice), and there can 
be no offering to one’s own self ; in fact, such an act would not be an offering 
at all. — ^Nor are aages entitled to perform sacrifices, because they have no 
‘ gotra ’ ; Bhrgu and other sages for instance cannot belong to the ‘ gotra ’ 
of those same Bhrgu and others. — Nor is the capacity (of Deities and Sages) 
to perform sacrifices at all, perceptible. 

Then again, as a matter of fact, animals are never found to desire results 
expected to appear in the remote future; they desire only what is imme- 
diately present before them. — “But we have already pointed out that 
animals are actually found to desire results in the future, when, for instance, 

dogs fast on the fourteenth, and kites on the eighth, day of the month 

The answer to this is that these animals do not, fast with a view to any 
restilts to accrue to them in their next life.-r-'? How do you know that ? ” 
— ^We deduce it from the fact that they have not studied the Veda, and it is 
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shabaka.-bhI§ya : 


oaly one who has studied the Veda csai have any such idea as that, * Having 
done this act, I shall lobtain saoh and such a result in other regions ’ ; 
the animals do not study the Veda ; nor the Smrti-scriptures ; nor can they 
learn it from teachers. Hence it follows that they are not cognisant of 
what Bharma, ‘ Duty is. Being ignorant of Dharyna, how could they per- 
form any Dharma ? Hence it follows that when they fast, they do not do 
so for the sake of ‘ Dhamm “ Then why do they fast ? ” — ^They have an 
aversion to food due to illn^. — “How is it that they have this ilinuss at 
fixed intervals of time ? ” — Answer — There are certain illnesses wliich appear 
at fixed intervals ; e.g. the Tertian and the Quartian ague and such others. — 

Thus we conclude that only human beings are entitled to perform 
sacrifices. 

Nor again is it possible for animals to own property ; they are never 
found making use of any property . according to their wish ? hence it 
follows that they do not own any property. As for the names ‘village 
of elephants ‘ village of deities — ^these are merely figurative expressions. 
— ^For this reason also animals cannot be regarded as entitled to perform 
sacrifices. 

As for the indicative texts — ‘The deities sat at the sacrificial session 

the trees sat at the sacrificial session and so forth, — ^they are 

merely declamatory statements, commendatory of certain injunctions ; 
relating to every one of these statements, there is another injunction ; and 
one injunction cannot he taken as connected with anotl^r injunction ; as 
that would alter the form of the sentences. The statement in question 
therefore has to be taken as commendatory, the sense of the commendation 
being— ‘ So important are the sacrificial sessions that even deities, who 
have all their desires fulfilled, sit at them, as also semi-intelligent animals 
and insentient trees ait at them, — what to say of learned men 1 ’ 

“ Those that are \inable to perform the ‘ Visnukrama ’ and other details, 
may perform the sacrifice pure and simple “. 

That cannot be ; because the details are prescribed in relation to the 
aacrijice, not in relation to the performer ; so that if the mere sacrifice were 
offered (without the details), the performance would be defective ; and 
the proper result would not follow. — “ How do you know that the details 
are prescribed in rdation to the sacrifice {and not in relation to the performer) ? ” 
— Ab a matter of fact, when the injunction of the sacrifice is in want of certain 
details, those details that happen to be mentioned in close proximity to 
tliat injunction are alone capable of supplying that want ; — otherwise, if 
the texts speaking of the details referred only to the capacity of the 
performer, the main injunction Would be left without its wants supplied, 
and as such it would fail in its purpose ; and Trader the circumstances, the 
statement of the result woTild come in as an * elliptical extension ’ ; and this 
would stand in the way of the syntactical connection of the Injunctive 
text which, on account of its incompleteness, would thus be hampered. — 
" But the same text woTild enjoin the sacrifice with all its details, for those 
who are capable of performing it: ia its complete form, — biit only the bare 
sacrifice without the details, for those unable to perform it in its complete 
form.” — That cannot be possible# if a single statement has two distinct 
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significations, there is a syntactical split, by reason of the two significations 
being incompatible with one another ; specially as the sentence would still 
be incomplete in regard to the details of its procedure. Consequently the 
mjunction has to be taken as one of the sacrifice with all its details, — and 
it cannot be an injunction of the sacrifice without its details. 

From all this it follows that only human beings are entitled to perform 
sacrifices. 

The purpose served by this Adhikarana is as follows : — There is a 
certain sacrifice laid down as to be performed ‘ for a thousand years ’ ; — 
now if, as held by the Purvapaksa, deities also were meant to be performers- 
of sacrifices, then the said sacrifice could be performed by them, as their 
span of life does extend over * a thousand years ’ ; so that there would be 
no justification for taking the term ‘years’ as standing for dapa ; — ^while 
according to the Siddhdnta, as only human beings axe entitled to perform 
sacrifices, — and they cannot live for * a thousand years the term ‘ 5 ears ’ 
has, in this case, to be taken as standing for daps. This we are going to- 
explain later on {under Sfi. 6. 7. 31-4:0), 




Adhikaeana (3) : Men and Women are both entitled, to 
the perf&rrmince of sacrifices. 

StFTRA (6). 

[P0RVAFAK9A~CO7ieWMe<i]*— “ On AOOOITNT OF THE USE OF THE PARTI 
CULAR aBHDBE (MaEOULINB), OlTLY MEN ABB ENTITLED,-. 
SAYS AmSHAYANA 

BJiasya. 



We have such texts Desiring Heaven, one shouid perform the 
Oar«M-Pwrmmdsa sacrifices ’ 

In regard to these there arises the question— Has the word ‘ should 
sacrifice’ been used in relation to men (males) ? or to mm and wmen 
without restriction ? ’ 



On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: ‘ 

has been used in relation to malea only— so thought Aitishayana. 
—■Became of the me of the paHimlar gender ; i.e. in the sentence ‘ 
yageta' (‘ Desiring Heaven, one should perform the saerifloe’) ■ 
Masculine gender used (in the word ^ smrgahamah^); whence 
that the person who is spoken of as to ‘perform the sacrifice 
taken to be male, not female.'^ 


SUTRA (7). 
ded ] — “ AiiSo because 

AS IS CLEAR FROM THE FACT 


THE CrBNDER IS MEANT TO 
THAT IT [is THE 
KILLING OF THE FOBTUS] BEFORE ITS SEX IS KNOWN THAT 
HAS BEEN DECLARED TO BE SINFUI, ”, 


“It is the killing of the foetus before 
referred to as the sin of ‘ foetus-murder ’, 
foetus-murdererr by killing a foetus before its 
murderer ’ is the worst of sinners ; because 
is beneficial in both worlds ; t’ ' 
sacrifice, in the sense that he has killed the 
a sacrifice ; — it is for 
(foetus), in the sense that it i 
prosperity (‘ hhuU ’) ; — ^thus one who destroys a s 
Cbhrumi~han^)’\ — ^How this referenfie i^ the 
destroys the sacrifice) wotdd have some seu 
sacrifices were always a mala;— because if a f 
is known, it is just possible that a male-ehilc 
would mean that a prospective perforitrier of s£ 


Ua aex ia known that has been 
in the text — •' One becomes a 
sex is known ’ — a ‘ foetus- 
one who kills a foetus kills what 
the foelma-rrmrderer is also a murderer of the 
person who would have performed 
reason too :that they call a sacrifice ‘ bhrw^a ' 
•gs, or because it brings 
is a ‘ foetus -murderer ’ 
s -killer ’ (as one who 
^ if the performer of 
3 killed before its sex 
i be killed, — and this 
has been killed ; and 



SUTRA (8). 


LITY, IT IS THE WHOLE GENUS [THAT IS ENTITLED],— SAYS 
AYANA, — ^BECATTSE THERE IS NO GROUND EOR DISTINCTION ; 
HENCE THE WOMAN ALSO SHOULD BE REGARDED (aS 
ENTITLED TO PERFORM SACRIFICES), AS THE GbNUS 
IS EQUALLY PRESENT IN ALL (HUMAN BEINGS). 


The phrase • ia reality ’ serves to set aside the Purvapahaa. 

It is not true that Man alone is entitled to perform sacrifices j in fact 
Badarayana has held that ‘ the whole genus ’ is entitled. 

Quealwnr—" Is it the term ‘ sva^gaMmah ’ r desiring heaven ’) that has 
been regarded as denoting a genits ? 

, An^er^lHo. ' 

“ Then what is it ? ” 

llie term ‘ Svargahdtmxh ’ is to be taken in its literal (etymological) 
sense — ^signifying jsresence of deflre for heaven. 

“By which term then is genus denoted, which genus is regarded 
to be entitled ? ” 

We do not say that in the pre^nt instance there is a word denoUriq a 
genus which establishes the fact of all Auhmn beings being entitled • what 
we mean is that the term desiring heaven’) serves' to in- 

ciicate the fact, of both men and Entitled, and that no 


thus alone could the ‘ foetus-murder.’ would be ‘sacrifice -murder ’.—v 
Otherwise, if both males and females were entitled to the performance of 
sacrifices, then in all cases,— whether the sex of the foetus be known or not 
known— the ‘foetus-murder’ would be ‘sacrifice-murder’; and in that 
case there would be no sense in the epithet ‘not known’ (regarding the 
foetus).— From this it follows that the masculine affix (in the term ‘swr- 

SraMwa/? desiring heaven ’) must be regarded as significant. 

“ Similarly we have the declaration that ‘ the man who kills an atr^l 
is a foetus-murderer’,— ‘ofreyt ’ is the name given to a pregnant woman, 
in the sense that ‘ in her womb (‘ atra ’) there is a child From this also 
(for reasons explained in the preceding paragraph) it follows that man alone 
is entitled to the performance of sacrifices. 

“ Just as in the case of the injunction ‘ one should sacrifice the a.m'Tna.1 ’ 
(Taitti. Bra. 1. fi. 0. 7) it is only a male animal that is killed, because of 
use of partitndgr {Mascidine) Qender (in '' pashum') [see Su. 4. I, 17. 
so should it be in the case in question also [because here also we have' 
use of the particular (Masculine) Qender." 

Against the above Purvapaksa, we have the following Siddhanta ;— 
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Bemuse mere is no ground for distinction t tha.% ie, the masculine affix 
cannot distinguish or qualify * the person desmng heaven ’ by the Masculine 
Gender. 

“Why?” 

Because the term is meant to be only an indimiive ; it only serves to 
iTtdiccde the person who desires heaven ; and the person so indicated becomes ■ 
entitled to the act enjoined by the word ‘yajeta' (‘should sacrifice — 
and this indication applies equally to man and woman. Thus then, from the 
words of the text it is clear that man and woman are both entitled to {>er 
form saorificea ; what is there then which would preclude the title of worn mi 'i 
—It might be urged that “it is the Masculine affix (in svargakfumir ) that 
precludes women But that cannot be.— “ WTiy ? ’’—Because the affix 
being expressive of the male, has no power to exclude the female. ‘‘ But 
the mention of the mofe over again by the affix would be superfluous [hence 
thB only purpose served by the affix is to predude the woman} ’’.—That also- 
is not possible; because even though the affix becomes superfluous, there 
can be no preclusion of twwen because every ease of prednsion involve 
{a) the abandoning, by the word, of its own signification, (b) the assumption 
of another signification, and (c) the rejection > of what has come in. — 1 n 
reality, however, there is no superfluity (in the affix denoting the male, though 
not precluding the female)', because it serves the purpose of indkatmg 
[which could not be done except by means of an affix]. — From all this it, 
follows that the womom also should be regarded as entitled to perform sacrifices. 
because the genus is eqrnUy preserd in aU. 

SUTRA (9). 

Ih a case -where it is distinotly enjoined, it has, on that account, 

TO BE TAKEN AS ASSERTED. 

Bhd^a. 

The following argument has been urged by the Pilrmpak§in — “ In the 
case of the injtmction Eadmmalcd>heta* [‘One should sacrifice the animar] 
(Taitti. Bra. 1. 6. 9. 7), it is only the male animal that is sacrificed, on the 
strength of the Masculine affix (in ‘ pashum ’) ; sitnilarly in the case in question 
also, the text laying down the sacrifice should be taken as indicating that 
the man alone is entitled, on the strength of the masculine affix (in 
^ svargakdtnah')” 

This has got to be refuted; and in refutation, we axgue as follows:— 
In the case of the animal, the germs is pot foPnd to be asserted as an indica- 
tor of the substance (animal) ; if £t had been foimd to be so asserted, then 
the sacrificing of the female animal also would be declared, and there would 
be nothing to preclude this.. But what we find asserted in this Case is that 
the ‘ animal ’ is a qualification of the ‘ sacrifice ’ ; so that the relationship 
that is expressed by the sentence. Ip that between the ‘ animal ’ and t-ht: 
‘ sacrifice ’ , — ^not between a substance in general and the ‘ sacrifice ’ ; and just 
as the ‘animal’ is related td the' ‘sacrifice’, so also are the ' masonlinif!/ 
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and one-ness [all these three— ammai, masGulinitff and om-ness being ex- 
pressed by the same word ^ pmhum’l Thus then, what is laid down here 
IS the satnfice qualified by several and this should be performed 

exactly as asserted, because, in this case, the whole set of qualifications has 
been enjoined. 

As regards the argument (of the Purmpahain) regarding the declaration 
of the smfidness {a) of killing the foetus before its sex is known, and (6) of 
killmg the pregnant woman,— both of which are spoken of in a way which 
indicates their connection with the mafe,-we are going to refute h now 
Our^ refutation is as follows The reference to the foetus as ‘of unknown 
sex’ IS meant to be purely commendatory; and what is meant by the 
exhortation not to kill the pregnant woman is that one should not kill a 
child in the womb, as it is a great sin to kill a child in the womb, even though 
Its exact character may not be known.— As for the Masculine ending, even 
though it is found in the sentence, it cannot mean that the woman is excluded 
from its per view; it is all the less reasonable that the mention of ‘the 
foetus of unknown sex ’ should be taken as excluding the woman. Then 
again, the prohibition of killing the ^Itrey\‘ is meant to be in praise of the 
Qotra (Am being the name of one of the Gotra-Rsis), and ‘ atreyi' here does 
not stand for the pregnant woman : in fact, it is the name of one of the Gotras 
[It IS derived from ‘ atri \ the name of a Gotra^Rsil it is not derived from 
the indeclinable ‘ atm ’ (as explained by the opponent) ; as a nominal affix 
JS added only to ^samartha' words— i.e. nouns.— and ‘ofm’ is not a 
noun and as such has no ‘ capacity ’ for taking a nominal affix. 


SUTRA (10). 

[Says the PCIrvapak^in]— “ [The title to perform sacroicesJ 

SHOULD BELONG TO I)IbN ONLY, AS THEY ALONE POSSESS 
PROPERTY, AND SAGEIFIOES REQUIRE PROPERTY ; AND ON 
ACCOUNT OF SALE AND PUROHASB, WOMEN CAN POSSESS 
NO PROPERTY ; IN FACT, THEY ARE IN THE SAME 
POSITION AS PROPERTY.” 

Bhdspa. 

Says the Purmpak§a — “ To men ordy should the title to perform sacrifices 
belong they alone possess property , a matter of fact, men alone, not 
women, possess wealth,— and wealth is necessary for the performance of 
sacrifices ; as they, have to be performed with such grains as ‘ vnfU ‘ yam ’ 
and the like.— ‘ Why should the women not possess property ? ‘—As a 
matter of fact, women can possess no property,— on account of sale and 
purcl^e ; i.e. women are bought and sold ; they are ‘ sold ’ by their father 
an bought’ by .their husband ; and because they have been sold by their 
father, they have no right over the ,fa>liher’s property; and because they 
have been bought by their husband, th^y have ho right over the husband’s 
propOTty.— The ‘ selling of women b btmd to be asserted in such texts 
as— A hundred oart-buUocks should he given to the girl’s father’, ‘in 
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sacrifices to be performed by one who desires results), if she is desirous of 
results, she must perform the sacrifice. Such being the case, if, in obedience 
to the Smrli, she shotxld be dependent upon others and devoid of any 
property of her own, she would not perform a sacrifice,— oven in the face 
of the injunction ^ yajUa\ ‘should sacrifice’,— then it would mean the 
rejection of the Vedw, by a Smrti, text ; and this would be most improper.— 
From this we conclude that if the woman d^ires the results that are spoken 
of as following from a sacrifice, she should reject the authority of the Smrti, 
acquire property and also perform the sacrifice. 

StJTRA (14). 

AliSO BECAUSE SHE IS SPOKBlf OE AS OONHEOTED WITH BROPEETY. 

Bhasya. 

In fact, the woman is odrmMy connected uoUh property ; as is clear from 
the followup words addressed in course of a dialogue at the time of the 
marriage ‘ Dhamie, cha arthe cha kdmc cha na aiicharitavya ‘ in matters 
relating to reUgious periorraances, to property and to pleasure, she should 
not be ignored ’.—As for the argument that “ the wife and the rest have been 
declared (in the Smrti) to be devoid of property,”— even though this absence 
of property hae been declared in the Smrti, yet it is wrong ; because it is 
contrary to the Veda. All that the Smrti tharefore can be taken to mean 
is tliat the wife should not be independent of her husband’s control ; and 
this entirely for the sake of peace and concord in the family. 


SUTRA (16). 

As FOR THE ‘sale’, IT IS A PURELY RELIGIOUS FUNCTION. 
Bhasya. 

As for the ‘ sale ’ that is spoken of in regard to the wife,— that is a 
purely rel-igious funct^, and not really a sale (in the ordinary sense of the 

term ) ; a thing is said to be ‘ sold ’ when its price is a fluctuating factor 

sometimes more sometimes less; in the case ot marriage, however, the so- 
called ‘ price ’ is a fixed item, ‘ a hundred c^-bullocks ’, for the girl, be she 
handsome or ugly.— Then again, people do not accept the Smrti text speaking 
of the purchase and sale of a wife, when it is found to be contrary to a 
Vedie text.— Consequently the case of the wife is not one of ‘ .sale ’ (or 
‘ purchase ’). 

StiTRA (16). 

There is a text which clearly inuioacts that women do have 

' . . , ' , i;, . i ^ 'PROPEil^. , 

ri rri 'Palm va pdrindyya^^ p^pdmmumim^m hriyate ’ 

[ The wife is mistress over the household properf^^ and she acts according to 
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the wishes of her husbaad ’] (Taitti. Sam, 6. 2. 1, 1.) ; — again there is 
another text — ' Bhmadd patmh- sampdjayantit hJmmdmrydhl jxitnyah, bhasadd 
vd eidh paragrhai^dm duhmryamavarundhixte ’ [‘ They offer the sacrifice for 
the wives, with Bhasad ; the glory of wives !i«? in the Bhasad : it is by the 
Bhasad that ihey become mistresses of other hottses ' j. — [These texts clearly 
indicate that women do possess property]. 




' *• i J 



Abhikarana (4) : To the performame of sacrifmes, the 
husband and wife are entitled jointly, 

StJTEA (17). 

Though both possess peopeety, THim action should be one (joint) ^ 

BECAUSE OF THE DEGLABATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

Bhd^ya, 

It has been Mttlad that both husband and wite poj^ess property. — 
The question that arisas now is— should the sacrificer and his wife perform 
the sacrifice separately. — each by himself? Or should they perform it 
jointly ? , 

The Purmpakm view is as follows “ Each of them should perform 
it separately. — Why ? — Because significance is meant to be attached bo the 
singular number {in ( he noun " smrgaMmah' and in yajeia ') : in the verb 
‘yajieta\ the ISToyni native Agent is mentioned as an important factor; 
consequently significance mnst attach to the singular number. In fact, 
just as two men. cannot jointly perform a sacrifice, so also in the case in ques- 
tion [there can be no joint performance by the two persons, husband and 
wife 

In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta : — Though 
both ‘possess property, their action should he joint, because oj the declaralion to 
that effect ; on accoimt of the declaration to that effect, their action should 
be joint. There are for instance, the following declarations in Smrtis — 
‘ In matters relating to Duty, Property and Pleasure, she should not be 
ignored ’ : and again ‘ Religious acts should be performed jointly,' and 
children should be begotten jointly 

Says the Opponent — “It is not right to reject a Vedic declaration 
in favour of a declaration in the Smjii 

There is no force in tliis, we reply. There are some sacrifices which 
must be performed by the man and the woman together ; such, for instance, 
as the Darsha-Purpmmsa and the JyotiffUyrm , — at both which oblations are 
laid down as to be offered out of the Cflarified Butter that has been ‘ examined ’ 
(looked into) by the sacrificer as also by his wife ; and the performance of 
such a sacrifice would be defective if done in the absence of either of the two, 

“ In a case where the sacrificer is a man, the Clarified Butter would 
be ‘ examined ’ by the man himself, while in a case where the sacrificer is a 
woman, it would h© ‘ examined ’ by the woman.”; 

That cannot be ; because the ^ Eiiamining ’ fe not an embellishment 
of the examinvng person. If it were an, 'emhelfishment of the emnvinmg 
person, it could be as suggested. As‘ a of fact, how'evor, it is an 

embellishment of the Clarified Butter, and the two examining persons are 
only subordinate factors ; hence the of either of the two would 

certainly cause a deficiency: because the .dfeiclaration of the ceremonial 
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procexiur© iacludes all accessory details (the absence of any one of which 
therefore renders the performance defective). 

“ This could be remedied in the following manner : — When t he sacrifieer 
is a woman, she will engage the services of a mart to do the " examining 
of the Clarifted Butter ’ ; and when the sacrifieer is a man, he will engage 
the services of a woman to do the ‘ examining of the Cimitiod Butter’.” 

That also cannot be right : because it is the mistre.s..5 of the hoiLscr, — 
not a servant engaged for the purpose — ^that is spokem of as ‘ patnl' , ‘ wife ’ 
(who is laid down as to do the ‘ examining of the Clarified Butter ’) ; in fact, 
‘patni’ (‘wife’) is a relative term. Similarly the ‘sacrifieer’ (who i.s laid 
down as to do the ‘examining of the Clarified Butter’) is the master of the 
house, not a servant engaged for the purpose. 

From all this it follows that actions like those in question should be 
performed by the husband and wife jointly. 

Now the idea might arise that “on the strengtii of the Vedic text 
(la 3 dng down the performance as to be done jointly by man and woman), 
any man might join any woman and perform a sacrifice jointly 

The answer to this is that what the Smrti text means is ‘ whatever 
religious act you have to do jointly with a woman, you sliall do with this, 
your wife ’ ; and we do not perceive any inconsistency between this Smrti 
text and the Vedic text (laying down joint performance by man and woman). 

It has been argued that — “The man is entitled to the performance, 
alone, by himself, — and the woman also is entitled alone, by herself ; as is 
clear from the fact that the singular number in the verb yajeta ’ (‘ should 
sacrifice’) is significant ’’.—This has got to be refuted. — Now, the person 
who argues thus should be asked the following question — If the singular 
number in the verb ‘ yajUa ’ is significant, then how is the sacrifice performed 
by the sacrifieer associated with the sixteen priests ? 

“ The answer to this may be as follows : — ^There is a distinct action 
pertaining to each Agent. So that the Sacrifieer is regarded as ‘ performing the 
sacrifice ’ by virtue of doing just those acts that are to be done by the Sacrifieer 
himself, — such, for instance, as the engaging of the Priests and such others ; 
and the Adhvaryu-priest is regarded as ‘ performing the sacrifice ’ by virtue 
of doing just those acts that are to be done by the Adhvaryu-Priest. Just 
as the cooking dish is spoken of as ‘ doing the cooking ’, though all that it does 
is the containing of the food cooked. Thus then, when a certain fimetion per- 
tains to a particular Agent, then alone is that function to be performed by 
that agent alone, — ^if the singular number in the word enjoining that function 
appear to he significant.” 

If such be the case, all the functions that pertain to the ' sacrifieer ’ 
need not all be done by one and the same ! sacrifieer — one might be done 
by one ‘ sacrifieer ’ and another by another ‘ sacrifieer ’ ; — or when! ‘ a 
hundred and twelve ’ is to be given away (as the sacrificial fee), fifty-six 
might be given by one and another fifty-six by another. — ^In the case in 
question, the function of the ‘ wife ’ is differeut from tlmt of the ‘ sacrifieer 
and by doing that, she does not interfere with the ' .singleness ’ of the sacrifieer ; 
just as tile Adhvaryu-Priestj performing his own functions, does not interfere 
with the ‘ singleness ’ of the .sacrifieer. — ^It is absolutely essential too that 
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htjsband and wife ; under the circum^nees the wrifT^ common to the 

by one ae aesooiated with hie wife; other^te if eitter ofTh 

willing, the sacrifloe could not be .cco,„pi;.u .,. ' „ ^ "®"* “■ 

of the wife would not be BOeaible the ignoring 

for on^who haa a -td^^^eirror':fTe:r^tt“i ''““7 

functions of the ‘ wife perform the 

natnr?:r‘etbl“^’.tnrmird‘’" T “o 

anywhere by eaJ:“ W™if“r t ^ 

ree^VT f“ 


SOTRA (18), 

Al^o BKAUSE WB Bi™ TEXT8 ISDIOATIVB O. SAME COHOLlfSIOK. 



We also find a text pointing to the same conclusin 
san^yah mimalaya yajamanam mithunoAvaya' [‘He 
with the yaMra-rope, and that of the Sacrificer with the 
to imke a couple of them ’] (Taitti. Sam. 6. 1 3 6) --- 
and woman are together that there could bb some 
the ’ and the ‘ girdle-zone > separately.-as s 

o the couple’ All this is possible only if the sacrifice 

oy the man and woman, not otherwise. 


SUTRA (19). 


[JT AS THE WIFE IS A PURCHASED OOMMODITY, 
PBOPEBTY ’ CAN BE ONLY FIGURATIVE.” 






[PURVAPAKSA]— “ The 
JUST AS THE 


Adhikabajja (5) : Only one nutn is entitled to the ‘ImtaUation 
of Fire \ 

SOTEA (22). 

‘Installation’ should be by two men 

SACRIBTCB ’ IS PERFORMED BY TWO MEN.” 
Bhdsya. 

There is tho installation of fire laid down in thft t, . 

ta matalla tlw Piro’j in oonnection with this instaUation, there talTdhOT 
sTh::i,frT ‘Theyinatan the Fha. 

one ^„T"‘ ‘he Fire t Or only 

Why should this question arise at all r ” 

^fctled ttet all religious acts should be done by the husband nnd •# 
jointly], is again reiterated by means of the Dual Ending, and hencl'it 
becomes doubtful whether this reiteration is for the purpose of eLhT= • 
the masculine gender (the meaning being that the installation shouIdTf 

A^'^Lth emphasise the wearing of silk . 

M both these alternatives are possible, there is a doubt as to which of the 
two IS correct ; if the text is meant to emphasise the masculine 2ir thl 

rsirthe emphasise'the w;artg 

of silk, then only one man should do it. vvoaimg 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows — Thj> dnotetii f 

o^^Ti \ ‘T ^ 6;i“r 

r With this th” r ss^yakamau yajiymm’ 

With thr, the two pereone, King and Priest, desirous of abse^ion i„7o 

the deity, shouW offer the saerUice ■],_«« sacriaoe eomes to be^erformld 

in tiTCr ■ r tataliation of Fire also ^d down 

n the text Asoams eosdnoa etc. •] should be performed by ftw ««. . as this 
to text do^ not di«« from the former. The term ‘ ■ (‘ wiring ’) 

denotes too mofrs; this (Maouline Dual) oannot be construed wdth 
d I «"li becau* whaTt 

Ild A i“ '““‘‘“''“y) “hly fWm/,Syntaotical Connection- ■ 

r- „T.; .“r«= ; 
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“The opponent may say — ‘The term vasanau (‘wearing’) need not 
necessarily denote (too men ; it may denote a man and a wahian also ; just 
as the term ' KukktUau' expounded as ' KukkutashcJm kukkuil cha' stands 
for the cock and the heni similarly the term ^ shukarau' is expounded as 
‘ shukaraskaha shukan cha \ stands for the boar and the sow ; in the same 
way the word ‘ vasdnau ’ — ^may be expounded as ‘ mednmcha vasdnd cJia 
and thus stand for both the man and the vmnan" 

“ Our answer to this would be as follows : — ^In cases where neither 
the moaning nor the context has any distinctive indication, and the 
term is predicative, not merely reiterative, — it is two male persons that 
are understood ; for instance, when a man is directed to ‘ bring two persons ’ 
with the words ‘ dvau dnaya ’ (where neither the meaning nor the context 
indicates anything as to the persons being mode or female), the man thus 
directed brings up two males ; and when the direction is ‘ dve dnaya he 
brings two females ; .from this it follows that the noun with the dual affix 
ending in ‘ e ’ denotes two females, while that with the dual affix ending in 
‘ flw ’ denotes two males.’’ 

“ ‘ But — says the opponent — ‘ in the case in question we find a noun 
ending in ‘ au ’ and denoting both male and female ; should it be taken as 
denoting one male along with another male, for his second — or a female along 
with a male for her second 1 ’ ” 

“ Our answer to this is that a term ending with ‘ au ’ has been found 
to stand for a male along with another male in the case of such expressions 
as '' Brdhrnaiyxu dnaya’-, consequently in the case in question also, the 
term should be taken as standing for a male along wUh another male ; hence 
we conclude that the term denotes two males. 

“Says the opponent — ‘Usage, which is the only visible proof in the 
case, is found to point to both males, why then should the term be taken 
as denoting one {as along with the second) ’ ?” 

In answer, we may say that what the usage points to is a substance- 
(man) and duality (a quality), — not two substances (men) ; and the reason 
for tliis lies in the fact that, while the term is never found apart from a 
substance and a quality, it is often found apart from two substances 

“ Further, just as in the case of the word (a) ‘ khadirau ’ and (6) ‘ dhavau ’ 
we take them to mean (a) ‘ two khadiraa ’ and (b) ‘ two dhavas ’ [taking them 
as two Skash^a compounds equivalent to (a) khaddrashcha khadirashcha’ , 
both Masculine, and (b) " dhamshcha dhavashoha’, both Masculine],— so 
should it be in the case in question also [‘vasdnau ’ being taken as ‘ vasd- 
nashcha vasdnashcha both Masculine] the term ‘ vasdnau ’ is thus under- 
stood to denote the male and duality, not the duality made up of d female, 
and the reasons for this are as follows.:— ::(a) the rule relating to the Copula- 
tive Compound lays it down that such compounding takes place where 
several things are simultaneously expressed by the component terms [e,g. 
in the case of the Coptdative Compound ^ dJuivakhadirau ’ , both khadira 
and dha/oa are meant to be denoted simultaneously] ; — (6) it is only when the 
several things are so expressed simultaneously that the use of the Dual 
and the Plural number witii Copulative Compounds can bo justified fi.e. 
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It M only whon two tinny, are spoken of «t one and the same time that the 
^al number can be used , eo also with the Plural number] ,Ho) because we 
and such expresaone in the Veda as -pro mUmyotf-varv^ayo^' [where, in 
ryhty, them are not to deities of the name of ‘ MUra nor two deiUel of 
the nsme of I arum . and yet the expression stands for the compounded 
name MUravarum’, where both and Varum must be token as 

se^rately denoted ; as otherwise, the Dual number would not he justiHed] ■ 
-Hd) because the Copulative Compound has been ordained only in the sense 
of mutual oohesim [thus also the simultaneous denotation of the things 
spoken of IS essentml^] <e) and lastly, because the Skashlfa Compound ta an 
exMptioual sort of Copulative Compound—That is, in both, the element of 
mutual cohemm of a number of things is present, but with this difference 
that m the case of the' ordinary Copulative Compound, the things and tlie 
terns dyoting them are both perceptibly distinet, as in ‘ dhamlhadirau-. 
the two trey are d^^ent. and the two words ■ dkaroj • and ‘ khaOirah ■ are 
also present j-while in the case of the Mh^hem Compound, while tin, two 
lungs are different, the term is one only ; ag. in the compound ‘ khadirau \ 
he sa™ wmd ‘khadirah- stands te ths two distinct Khaiira (ress.- 
[Ihus then, the word • nasannu ■ being an Compound, the persons 

spoken of by both members of the compound should be masouHue.-J'U DliMJ. 

The Opponent 8ays~‘ In the ease in question itself we find the com- 
pound denotmg a male and f&male \ 



ai^wer to this is that it has been explained already that it is not 
tribute several meanings to a word ; it is most unreasonable that 
rord should sigmfy a male along with another male and also a male 
is available there for the predication of 
as the female cannot be 
& second being essential 
necessarily be Si. male. In 
to the ofehfr, both the wofe^ become prodi- 
j we assert that in the case in question 

„ " ■ " — iwpxvu of Fireji 

bays the ^Opponent— ‘According to the Smrln.--ca\es, the word with 
ia m denotes the male and ^ female [the 
being treated as an Mhaehesa compound, expounded as 
"'^here is no such SmftirTvUe, we reply.— We 
^^rti-rule on the basis of P&riinils words P^mdn striyd 
(Pa. Su. 1. 2. 67) [whereby a masculine noun is compounded with a feminine 
noun mto an Ekashega compound] ’.^The. answer to this is that there are no 
words of Pai).tm. to the effect that the word 'kukkiUau ’ is denotative of 
a male and a female ; what Paninfs Sutra means is that where a male and a 
fei^le are spoken of together (in a compound), we may have the word ending 
eith^ m aw— the denotation in this case consisting of the male along with 
amther mafe,— or in e, in which case the denotation consists of the female 
along with another female ;-and in such a case the masculine form (ending 
with au) would bo eorrc(?t (not the feminine form ending with g) j-nsuch is 
tho sense of Panini’s words. The words of Panini are tliat ‘ it is the 
masouhne that remains from which ife follows that the word ending with 


ana a jemme.— WJtiat other means 
the male cdong with another male t ’—Inasmuch 
denoted by the word (‘ vasdnah ’), and yet 
(in view of the dual number), thus second must 
this way, each being the ‘ second ’ t 
cated. [It is for this reason that 

two ^les are entitled to the performance of the Installltior 

the Dual number ending 
term vasdnau 
vasdnashcha vdsdnd dia} 
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SHABAaA.-BHlSYA : 


au denotes tvx> males. — From this also it is clear tliat it is lira males that 
are entitled to the Installation of Fire. 

“ Says the Opponent — ‘ The sentence in question tnay be token aa 
laying down the silk dothes ; as it is only thus that the connection of the 
silk cloth can serve a useful purpose; otherwise, the mention of the sUk 
cloth would be wholly purposeless 

“ Our answer to this is as follows :■ — ^The connection is between tho 
participle ‘wearing’ C vasanau') and ‘should install’ adadhlydtdrn '), — 
not between ‘ silk clothes ’ (‘ ksaume) ’ and ‘ should install ’ ddiulhiyaiam ’) ; 
hence, even though the silk chth is mentioned in proximity to the installimj, 
it is not connected with it. — ‘ But the term silk clothes would have some 
sense only when connected with the terra wearing \ — Even though the silk 
clothes are mentioned in close proximity to the term ‘ wea ring yet they 
canpot be regarded as enjoined, for the simple reason that there is no word 
injunctive of them ; the term ‘ wearing ’ is not injxmctive, nor is the term 
‘ silk clothes ’ injunctive ; nor is the combination of these two terms injunc- 
tive. — ‘ What then is there in the sentence which would do the enjoining V 
— It is the Injunctive affix in the word ‘ adadhiydtdm ’ (‘ should install ’). — 
Says the Opponent — ‘Well then, that same Injunctive affix will enjoin the 
sUk doihes ’. — Our answer to this is that what the said Injunctive affix can 
enjoin is only the ‘‘act of installing, which is denoted by the same word in 
which the affix itself occurs. Thus then, as the installing will have been 
enjoined by the Direct Dendtation of the ‘‘word’’ adadhlyaidm'*), — if 
the same were again enjoined, it would be superfluous ; hence what is enjoined 
by the ‘Sentence’ (Syntactical Connection) is the wearing vasdnau"). 
Became there is some connection between the persons wearing and the 
act of installing ; hence in such an injunction, the word would not entirely 
renounce its' own connotation. If, on the other hand, the connection between 
‘ silk clothes ’ and ‘ wearing ’ were regarded as enjoined, the injunctive 
word ‘ adadhiydtdm ’ (‘ should install ’) would, in enjoining the said connec- 
tion, entirely renounce the act of installing, which constitutes its own connota- 
tion, and would thereby entirely lose touch with ‘ Direct Assertion — ^If 
again the Gender, mentioned in proximity to the act of instaUing, were 
taken as enjoined, then too, the ‘Direct Assertion’ could not enjoin the 
connection between the ‘ silk clothes ’ and ‘ wearing on account of the 
remoteness of the objective. — Further, if ‘ Direct Assertion ’ were abandoned, 
and the connection between the ‘ mlk clothes ’ and ‘ wearing ’ were enjoined, 
the silk clothes -would become a subordinate accessory to the wearing, not 
to the installing ; and in that case, thpre would be no deficiency in the installing, 
even if it were done without the sUk clothes so that the act of installing 
could be done even without the silk cloUtes. — In the event of the silk 
clothes being a subordinate accessory to the wearimg, what would be the 
meaning intended to be conveyed by the sentence ? ’— ITone . whatsoever, 
we reply ; in fact, it is for this reason that we have rejected this interpretation 
■ — ^The Opponent asks — ‘Why then should there be anj' mention of the 
sijfc clothes and the wearing ? ’ — What we mean is that it is not possible for 
the sentence to enjoin both, the aUk cloikes aa well as the Gender ; as that 
would involve a syntactical split ; and therefore wo take tho tenn ‘ Ksauma ’ 
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ADHYIYA VJ, pIba I, ADHIE ARANA (5), 

(‘siU^ clothes’) HH referring to clothe which are not really silken [but which 
have the silken appeararuje on aeeoant of being soiled], and the term 
^vasanau- as enjoining two nmles;-~th» wmring of chtfies being something 
already got at by the ordinary neee^ity of a man having some clothes on 
himself [it is only the ma.sculine dual ending tliat can have the injtmetive 
force, as Itxying down stnnetlmg not alimdy gut at by any other means]. 
When a man is engaged in some work, his clothes become soikd, thereby 
acquiring a silken appoaranc<i [and hence figuratively called ‘ Ksaunui' 
^silken\ figuratively]; or the name ‘ may b €3 taken as applying to 

the clothes on the ground of the fact that when a man is working, his clothes 
produce a rusiling sound [* being deiived from the root ‘ Ksu\ 

to rrmke a sounti—mys the Tantraratna). Pn either of these two senses, the 
term ' ksaurm ’ has to bo taken as a mere reference to something already 
known, and not as an injunction of what is not already known].” 

From all this it follows that txm males are entitled. 

SCTBA (23). 

[SiDDHANTA]— I n REALITY, INASMUCH AS WHAT IS ENJOINBB (iN THE 

TEXT K^AUMfi ETC. ’) IS A SUBOEDINATE AOCBSSOEY, THE 

TERM ‘ SEGONB ’ WOULD APPLY TO THE WIFE. 

BM§ya. 

The particle * tu ’ (‘ in reality ’) signifies the rejection of the Purvapaksa 
view. * 

What has been declared above— to the effect that ‘ two males should 
do the instalUng of fire ’—is not right ; only one man is to do the instaUing, 
in accordance with the text ‘ VasantA Inrdhmarw' gnlnddadhlta ’ [‘ During 
the spring should the Brdhmaita install the Fire (Taitti, Bra. 1. 1. 2. 6) * 
where we have the singular number [in ‘ brdhmanah ’) which is meant to be 
rignifioant : hence it follows that only ^ man is to do the instaUing.— 

" But we have the declaration to the effect that two males should instaU the 
Fire [in the text ^ Kmume madnau etc.'r\—mt so; we reply; what that 
te^ lays down is only a subordinaie a&msory ; the right view to take is that 
this text only lays down the silken do&^ ; as it is only then that the text 
lays down something not already known ; inasmuch as it is understood to 
provi^ a special rule (that one must wear sUk) ; otherwise, the mention of the 
‘ silk ’ would be a mere reiterative reference, and it has been already explained 
that a mere reference serves no useful purpose. If it is taken as contain- 
ing in one part (i.e, in the word silk ’)*a mere reiterative reference, — ^then 
It has to be pointed out that the worda do not lend themselves to such piece- 
meal construction. — ^If the term ‘ silk’ is, taken in a figurative sense, through 
smnlarity (of the well-worn cloth with silk), ^n our reply is that such 
similarity would be a ooihmon thing (and, could not therefore be taken as 
a determining factor). Thus then (ff construed in accordance with the 
Purvapaksa) the text would have to be taken, without adequate reasons, as 
being a wrong reading. 
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SHABABA-BHl§YA : 


Says the Opponent — “ What are enjoined are iwo males ; and when 
these form the objects ot injunction, the text cannot be taken as an iniunction 
of silk-dothes also ; as that would involve a syntactical spUt ; as’ there would 
be two objects of injunction— (1) the Pm nudes who are spoken ot by ‘ Direct 
Assertion and (2) the silk'dothes, which are indicated by ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ’ 

Our answer to this is as follows: — Two males cannot be the objects 
of injunction ; because the man is already known (as the performer, without 
whom there can be no act), and it is this known man who is referred to as 
accompanied by a second.— » How so ? »— It is only a single man that is 
directly spoken of here, and as for his ‘ second that would apply to his 
wife. Such being the case, what is already known even before the text in 
question, cannot be regarded as forming an object of injunction by that 
text ; consequently the text can only be taken as an injunction of the sUk 
clothes ; and there would be no syntactical split [as nothing else is enjoined 
by it]. 

It has been argued by the Opponent that " there is no word injunctive 
of silk-clothes Our answer to this is that the verb ‘ ddadMydtdm ’ (' should 
install’) is the word that would enjoin the silk-dothes. — “But by ‘Direct 
Assertion this word is capable of enjoining the act of instaUing only, nothing 
else ’’.—The answer to that is that the act of instaUing having been already 
enjoined (by another text), the word in question cannot be taken as enjoin- 
ing that act ; nor can it be taken as enjoining the nude, as that also, along 
with his ‘ second ’, has been already enjoined by another word ; consequently, 
a fresh injunction of these being impossible, the only thing that the injunc- 
tive affix (in ' ddadhiyaiam') can enjoin, on the strength of ‘Syntactical 
Connection % is the ‘ Ksauma aUken-dothes. 

It has been argued that “ mider such an interpretation, the word 
ddadhlyatam') would entirely renounce its own connotation”, — ^But, in 
reality, it will not renounce it ; as what it would mean would be that ‘ at 
the time of the installing, the man shall have sUk for his clothes ’ [so that 
the factor of the installing, which forms the connotation of the word, would 
be there all right}. 

Now, under this view, it is understood that the word in the masculine 
gender {-vasarmu') denotes the male <md the female ; and the basis for this 
Kes in the fact that what it really denotes is the male with a second [and this 
second ’ is his wife]. It is with a view to such oases that Pdnini has laid 
down the rule in regarding to the compounding of a masculine with a feminine 
nonn—^ Puman striya' (Panini 1. 2. 67),— the meaning of which is that 
when a masculine noun is compounded with a faminine noun into an 
Ekashesa copulative compound, the correct form of such a compound is that 
m the Masculine, not the Feminine. [Hence there is nothing wrong in the 
compound 'vasdnau^ in the Masculine form, standing for ^ vasdnah^ 
iMasGidi/ne) and ‘ vasdnd ’ {Femanine^J} 

From aU tins it follows that the imtalling is to be done by one Man 
only— not by two men. 



Adhikarai^a (6) : The wife is to do only what is actually 
Mid down as to be done by her. 

SOTBA (24). 

To TSm WIFE PEETAIN ONLY SITOH FONOTIOHS AS AEE DISTINCTLY LAID 
DOWN lOE HBB, — ^AS ALSO THE ‘ INVOKINO OF BLESSINGS ’ AND 
‘OBLraAOY’; BICAOSB SHE IS NOT EQUAL (TO THE 

Husband). 

Bha^ya. 

. In connection with such iniunctionB as— ‘ Desiring Heaven, one shotild 
perform the Darsha^Pumamdsa sacrifices and ‘ Desiring Heaven, one should 
perform the Jyoiistoma sacrifice it has been settled that the man and 

his wife are jointly entitled to the performance of such sacrifices. ^The 

question that arises now is— Are all the functions laid down as to be 
performed by the ‘ Sacrificer ’ to be performed by the wife (also) ? Or, is she 
to perform only what is actually laid down as to be done by her— such 
functions, for instance, as ‘ the invoking of blessings ’ and * celibacy ’ ? 

The Purvapdkaa view on this question is that— “ all that is laid down' as 
to be done by the ‘ Sacrificer ’ should be done by the wife also ; because she is 
as muolr a ‘ Sacrificer ’ as the hu&band ; hence all should be done by her ”. 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhania ; — To the wife 'pertain 
only sitdi, functions as are distinctly laid dovm for because such direct decla- 

ration is our sole guide in such matters and she is to do alsq the ‘invoking 
of blessings ’ (or, Embellishments) and ‘ celibacy “ Why so ? ^’—Because she is 
not equal to the Husband ; the Husband is a male and is learned in the Veda, 
while the wife is a female and is not learned.— [The term ^ashih^ literally 
stands for those Mantras in which blessings are invoked,— such as ‘ lyurdd 
agne dyurme dehi etc. ’ ; but in view of the fact that the wife is not learned 
in the Veda and hence would not be able to recite the Mantras, with the proper 
accent etc., Kumarila, in the Tup^kd, has taken this term as standing for 
the ‘embeUishments’ prescribed for the ‘ Sacrificer ’,— such as balkita^ 
anointing, applying coUyrium and so forth. The term ‘ celibacy ’ also has 
been taken as standing iov freedom from passiorts of all hinds.) 

Question — “What if there is an inequality ? ” 

Answer ^What happens is this (a) There are certain details sub- 
serving the purposes of the sacrifice which are directly declared as to be 
performed by the ‘ Sacrificer ’ ; — and as in all these texts, the Sacrificer 
would be the ‘ Subject % the (Masculine) Gender of the terra spealdng of 
him would have to be regarded as significant, — and hence the wife would 
not perform these details ; — (6) then, there are' certain details subserving 
the purposes of the sacrifice which have to be performed with Mantras ; — 
and these also could not be performed by the wife, because she does not 
possess the requisite knowledge, — ^It might b® argued that — ‘ ‘ these texts 



might be taken as indicating the necessity of woman learning 

. -But that is not possible ; because even witliout the text 

jessity of such learning by the wife, it would be possible 
question to be adequately perfonntid ; because tliere is a 
3 f the Husband ; and what subserves the 
le by either one of the two. Conseqiiently 
j any exception to the general proiiibition 
-It follows therefore that such details as 
of Mantras cannot be performed by the wife. 

Invoking of Blessings’ [or, the EmbeUishnmnts} mid 
-these subserve the purposes of the perforimr ; .so that 
' I as complete if 'done by only one of the 
one did them, the embellishment of the other would 
Nor in the case of these does the ‘ Sacrificer ’ appear as tlie 
and hence the masculine gender in this case could not be taken 

b.— For these reasons, the ‘ Invoking of Blessings (or, Embellish- 

menZ) and ‘Celibacy’ would have to be done by both— husband and wife. 

What is distinctly laid down as to be done by the wife — as for instance, 
‘ the wife should examine the Clarified Butter ’ — ^has to l>e done by her alone. 

From all this it follows that on account of inequality, the wife does 
uot stand, on the same footing as the husband (in the matter of the per- 
formance of details). 


themselves 
the Veda” 
indicating the noei 
for the details in < 
performer already, in the person of 1 
purposes of the sacrifice may be done fc 
there can be no authority for making 
of Vedic study for the woman, 
require the reciting 
As regards tlie 
the ‘ celibacy 

these could not be regarded 
couple ; because if only 
remain defective. 

‘ subject 
as significant. 





ADHrKAEA:^A (7) : TM Shudra is not mtitled to the 
performame of sacrifices, 

St?TRA (25). 

{POaVAFAEl^A] — “A ll thi four castes [are entitled to the 

PBBEOBMANOl OE SAOEIFICKS,- — ^THEBE BEINQ NO DISTINCTION.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The Agnihotra aad other sacrifices are- the subject-matter of this 
AdMikaraim. 

In regard to thero, there arises the question — Are these sacrifiees to be 
performed by all the four castes ? or only by the three castes, leaving aside 
the Shudra ? 

The Purmpaksa view is as follows The Veda ixses such injunctive- 
words as ‘ yosfefe* ’ (‘ should sacrifice’), ‘juhuydt^ (‘should offer libations’) 
and the like, in reference to all the four castes. — * How so ? ’ — ^Because 
there is no distinction ; no distinction is made in the Veda ; hence the 
Shudra cannot be excluded 


SUTRA (26). 



[SiDDHInTA] — ^In REALITY, THE ACTS IN QUESTION CAN BE PERFORMED- 
BY THE THREE (HEOHER) CASTES ONLY ; AS IN CONNECTION WITH 

THE ‘ Installation of Fire ’ these three only have 

BEEN MENTIONED ; [THE SHtfDRA] THEREFORE CAN 
HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH SACRIFIOBS ; THE VeDA 
BEING APPLICABLE TO THE BbAHMAI^A (AND THE 
OTHER TWO CASTES) ONLY) — SUCH IS THE 
OPINION OF AtrEYA. 


Bhd^a. 


The particle ‘ ’ (‘in reality *) indicates the rejection of the Purva- 

pak§a view. 

Only three castes should be entitled to perform sacrifices ; — ^how so ? — 
because in connexion with the ‘Installation of Pwe‘ only these three have 
been mentioned — Vasartie brdhmano''gninddaMta, gnsme rajasiyah, sharqdi 
vaishyah ’ — [‘ The Brdhrnaryi should install the fires during spring, the 
Ksattriya during summer, and the Vaishya during autumn ’] (Taitti. Bra. 
1. 1. 2. 6-7) ; — ^here we find na, mention of the Shudra in connection with the 
Installation of Fire ; — thus then, fchmg ^%out the duly installed fii'o, the 
Shudra would not be able to pecfeorm ^^ and such other acts. 

Hence it is that in connection with *;Bpich as ‘ Desiring Heaven 

one should offer the A<trmhotrd \ .thei*et te mo Vedic text which makes them 



shabasa-bhI^ya : 
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applicable to the Shudm ; in. fact, they are operative only in rejgard to the 
Brdhmana, the KsaMriya and the FaisAya ; as these alone have the capacity 
to. perform the a^ts, — ^being equipped as they are with the duly installed 
Fire. The ‘ Akammya ’ and other consecrated fires are not possible for the 
Shudra; because they have not been enjoined for him, and because the 
names ‘ Ahamnlya ’ and the like (which are applied to those fires in which 
alone the sacrifllcial offerings can be made) are all baeed upon certain con- 
seoratory rites (such as ' installation ’ and the like, which cannot be performed 
by the Shudra). — From all this it follows that the Shudr^ is not entitled to 
the performance of Agnihotra and such acts. — Such is the opinion that 
has been held by Atreya. 


STJTRA (27), 

ISaYS the PtjBVAPAK^IN] — “ ThE TEXT QUOTED IB ONLY A CONTINGENT 
ONE ; HENCE ALL THE CASTES SHOTJU) BE ENTITLED ; — SO 
SAYS BiDAKT.” 

BhSsya. 

“ It has been declared that the Shudra cannot be entitled to the perform- 
ance of sacrifices. — This is not right; because as a matter of fact, the injunc- 
tion ‘ should sacrifice ’ is addressed to everyone who seeks for the results 
expected to follow from the sacrifice ; and so long as there is no text clearly 
precluding the Shudra, it cannot but apply to the Shudra also. — As regards 
the argument that the Shudra would be unable to perform sacrifices because 
he would not have the consecrated fires, — ^he would certainly have such 
Fires as would be needed for his purpose, — the presence of such Fire being 
implied by the text which speaks of the desire for certain results as prompting 
the performance of a particular sacrifice [so that as the Shudra would have 
such desires, it follows that he shoidd have the Fire necessary for the per- 
formance of those sacrifices]. 

“ The SidcOiantin says — ‘ But the injunction of the Installation of Fire 
speaks of the Brdhmat%a and other castes, but not of the Shudra 

“■ Our reply to this is that all such texts are only contingent ; they are 
not meant to limit the scope of the injunction, — How so ? — These texts are 
of the nature of contingent declarations ; the meaning is — ‘ If Ihe Brahma^ 
is to install the Fire, he should do it during the spring ; if the Kscdtriya is. 
to do it, he should do it during the summer ; and if the Taishya is to do U, 
he should do it during the autumn *, ; so tlmt what it is understood as declaring 
is the connection between the seasons and the Brdhmana — Kscdtriya — Vaiahya ; 
hence it follows that the Brdhmcma and the other castes have been mentioned 
for the purpose of indicating their connection with the spring and other 
seasons; .consequently this text does not exclude the Installation of Fire 
from the Shudra. — ^For this reason, Badari has held that the injunction 
(of sacrifices) is meant for all the castes.” 



J>D^HYiYA:Vl, pIi> 4 1, ABHIEAEAfA '(7), ■ 9Q1 

StjTEA (28). 

'Reply]— -Thb text must, howevee, be unbeestood m its mtebal 
sense; bboausb wb bind othbe tbxts fointinb to the 

SAME OONC3LHSION. 

Bha^a. 

The phrase ‘api m’ however’) implies the rejection of the view put 
forward in the last Sutra. 

The text in qu^ion (relating to the BrShma^ Installing the Fire during 
spring, etc. etc.) should be understood in its literal sense. That is, the text 
clearlv asserts that the Installing is done hy the Brahma^, the Ksc^riya 
and the Vaishya; hence it must follow that the Installing is to be done 
only by the Brahma^, the K^attriya, and the Vaishyai and because the 
spring and other seasons have been mentioned, it follows that the Installing 
should be done during that time. 

In other instanoea also we find only the three castes mentioned, — the 
Skudra being omitted : — ^For instance, (a) in connection with the Brahma- 
sama we read — * For the Brahma^, the Brodma-sSma sung should be the 
Barhadgira; for the KsaUriya, it should be the Pdrdiurashya; for the 
Vaishya, it should be the Bdyoodpya ’ ; here even the name of the Shudra 
is not mentioned ; — (6) again, in connection with penances, we read — ‘ The 
Brdhmaria should live on milk, the Ksattriya on gruel, the Vaishya on curdled 
rmilir ’ ; — (c) again, in connection with the Installation of Fire, we read — ‘ The 
Brahmana is to install the Fire at eight prdkramas, the Ksattriya at eleven 
prahramas, the Vaishya at twelve prdkra/mas — ^Thus it is found that for 
the Shudra, there is no Brahma-sdma, no Penance, and no Prahramas ; under 
the circumstances, even if the Shudra were to perform a sacrifice, it would 
be futile. 

From all this it follows that the Shudra is not to perform sacrifices or 
pour libationa. 

StJTRA (29). 

tSAYS THE POEVAPAK^IN] — In VIEW OE THE GENEBAL ASSEETION, 
EVEN THESE TEXTS SHOULD BE TAKEN A3 ONLY CONTINGBNT.” 

BM§ya. 

“It is not right that — *the Shudra having no Fire should not be entitled 
to perform the Agnihotra and other saiCrifioes*. — Because Installation of 
Fire is possible for the Shudra also by virtue of the general assertion — ‘ one 
who knowing this installs the Fire ’ — which includes all men. In view of 
this general sanction, the particular texts (quoted under Su. 28) should also 
be treated as contingent [meaning that ‘ if die act is dons by the Brahrmna,, 
the Brahma-sdma sung should be the Bdrhadgira' and so on]. — ^Thus we 
conclude that the injunctions relating to the performance of sacrifices should 
aijply to all the castes.”. 
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StJTEA (30). 

[The PCfBVAPAKSIN continues] — If it be UBGED that this CANN0!P 
BE so, “AS THE TEEFOilMANCE BY THE Sh^DEA WOULB BE 
DEFEOTiYE, — '[tlien the answer m as follows in the next 
Sutra}.” 


“ It has been argued by the Siddhantin (under SG. 28) that any per- 
formance of- sacrifices by the Shfidra, being without BroAma-sama, without 
Penance and -without Prahramas, would be defective and hence would not 
bring about the desired results. — This 1^ to be refuted ; [and this refutation 
we set forth in the following Sutra ] — 


.SUTRA (31). 

“ WHA.T HAS BEEN UEGED IS NOT BiaHT ; AS THERE IS A ‘ BeAHMA-SAMA 
THAT COULD BE BEQUI8ITIONBD (BY THE SstlBRA).” 

Bhdsya. 

“ What has been urged by the Siddhantin, is not right ; because there is 
a Brahma-sdma, — ^by name 'ahMmrta ’ — whiSi could he requisitioned by the 
Shudray because this Brahma-adma is spoken of in an isolated passage (in 
Taitti. Saih. 7. 5. L 6) not in relation to any particular act. and is apparently 
laid down without any distinction. — ^As regards the Prakramas one of those 
unspecified ones has been specified for the Shudra in the text ‘ Chdk^nmnita 
ddadh/ydV (?) (Taitti. Bra. 1. 1. 4. 1). — ^Finally as regards the Penances, there 
is the text declaring that ‘ the Maatu belongs to the Shudra and from this 
connection between the Maatu siad the Shudra, it follows that the Shudra 
is to live on Maatu. — Thus from all this it follows that all the four castes are 
entitled to the performance of s 


SUTRA (32). 

[The PUbvabakbin continues] — ^“Pubtheb, in the mattbb of 
THE Man is the predominant 

FACTOB.” 




Bha^a. 


“ In regard to Penances, we fin<jl peculiarity that Man is the pre- 
dominant factor ; that is, in the matter Penances, the Man (Agent) is the 
predominant factor. — ‘ If the Man is iihe predominant factor, what tljieBr.t^' 


ADHYIya VI, Pil>A I, AOHSEAEAHA (7). 
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— ^This is what it means-— The embellishment, in which Man is the pre- 
-dominant factor, cannot have its appUcatioa to any person withdrawn, until 
it is positively curtailed (by •a direct deciamlaon). — ‘ Why so f When the 
injunction ‘one should perform a »aorifi(»* has been addressed to ‘ one 
•desiring heaven — how do you get at the id^ that this has not been 
addressed to the Shtldra who ‘ desires h^ven ’ ? What is there to be don© 
by Man in connection with the sacrifice which the ShMra cannot do ? — 
If it is said that ‘ he cannot keep the penance — ^that is not right ; because 
the Penance is meant only to produce strength in the man ; and when it is 
laid down for any person, the implication is that that person has no strength 
rto do the act, unless he keeps the penance ; because the penance is an 
auxiliary to the sacrifice only in the sense that it makes the Man strong 
•enough to perform the sacrifice. So tliat if a man does not need this addition 
to his strength, he will perform the sacrifice, independently of the 
penance. [Thus, the fact of there being no pmance laid down for the 
.Shudra as there are for the other castes, would show that the Shudm is fitter 
than these latter to perform sacrifices,] — ^From this also it follows that the 
jSMdm is not exchtded.” 


SUTRA (33). 

ITlSB SlDDHAJiTTIN REPLIES] — In EEALTTy, ON ACCOUNT OF THE VeDIC 

DECLARATION, THE TITLE TO PERFORM ANGE SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS BELONGING TO CASTES OTHER THAN THE 
SHtfDRA, 

Bhd^a. 

It has been urged that there are no texts laying down [the title, of the 
various C6istes, to the performance of sacrifices]. But as a matter of fact, 
it can be asserted tliat there are texts laying down such title. The author 
of the Sutra, however, has not made this counter -assertion to the effect that, 
even if the texts speaking of toe seasons be merely contingent, we can assert 
toe exclusion of the Shudra. The author of the Sutra has paid no heed to 
this counter-assertion ; an entirely different argument has be6n put forward. 

The phrase ‘opi vd’ (‘in reality’) serves to reject the view set forth in 
the foregoing Sutras , — ^Even though the texts discussed above were taken 
as contingent upon the contmgeaicy of the performer being a Brdhmai}a or a 
KsaUriya or a Vaishya, jet toe castes entitled to toe performance of sacrifice 
must be those other than the Shudra . — “’ How so ? ” — On account of the Vedic 
declaration ; that is, in toe Veda only three castes have been declared (as 
capable of performing sacrifices), — m the text* Hhe Brdhmai^a should be 
initiated during toe spring, toe K§catfiya during the summer, and the Vaishya 
during toe autumn Since toe Shudra is not mentioned here, he should 
be regarded as 'imfit. for perfo rming sacrifices (as not. having been initiated 
into Vedic study) ; hence he cannot be entitled to perform sacrifice. 
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StiTRA (34). 

If ts be uaaBD that — “ Ths text oanstot be takeh [as BEsroTixa 

THE INOATACITY OF THE ShODEA], BECAUSE WHAT IS LAID BOWN 
IN THE TEXT IS ONLY WHAT SEBVES AS AN ‘ BMBBLLIBH- 
MBNT %” — [then the reply will be as in the 
following Sutra]. 

Bkdsya. 

The Opponent says — “What is laid down in the text Just quoted is 
only the study that serves as an ‘ embellishment ’ ; and this the Shudm 
could acquire,— even though not ‘initiated’ by Mimelf approaching the 
Teacher and carrying on the study [and thus secure the embellishment 
necessary for acquiring the capacity for performing sacrifices],” 


SUTRA (36). 

The MipsTTipN OF men (BeIhmana and the best, nr the text xjndeb 
CONSIDEEATION) must be taken as in EEFEEENCE TO * LEAENING 
BECAUSE THE EMBELLISHMENT IS FOE THAT PUEPOSE. 

Bha^a. 

Our answer to what the Puroapaksin has urged in the foregoing 8vira 
is as follows ; — Tfie mention of men in the text under comideration must be 
taken as in reference to learning, became the embeMishment — of Initiation 
{Upanayana) — is for that purpose; that is, when the boy is brought up to 
the Teacher, it is only for the purpose of being taught, not for any trans- 
cendental purpose, nor for any such ordinary purpose as the erecting of a wall. 
It is in reference to this bemg taught or learning, that we have the mention of 
the men {Brdhmana and the rest in regard to the Upanayana or Initiation). — 
“ How do you know this ? ” — We deduce it from the fact that what is laid 
down in the text referring to Upanayana, is the acquiring qf the title of 
‘ Teacher ’ {‘ Jichdrya \ by the Initiator). — “ How does that follow ? ” — 
It follows from the presence of the Atmanepada ending (in the word 
‘ Upanaylta') that the root ‘ w’ here denotes the acquiring of the title of 
‘ Acharya ’ ; and from this it follows that what prompts the action of innMating' 
the Boy is the desire to acquire the title of ‘ Acharya’ ; as it is only by the 
teaching of Veda that one becomes an Acharya. — ^Thus then, it is only the- 
Brahnuma, the Ksatbriya and the Vaishya that are mentioned in connection 
with the learning of the Veda ; and this learning of the Veda has nowhere 
been mentioned in connection with the ShGdra ; — consequently, being with- 
out the knowledge of the Veda> tijo. 8h/udra has not the requisite capacity 
and hence is not entitled to; sacrifices.. 





SCTEA (36). 

[Says the OTTOHEifT]— " This keasohing is not eight ; bioahse of 

the EOSSIBmETY OF ACQUBEtlNG mS KNOWLEDGE IF THIS 
IS HBGBD [then the answer will be as in the 
folowing Sntra]. 

Bhd^ya. 

“ If it is yow view that being devoid of learoing, and hence wanting 
in capacity, the Shudra cannot be entitled to perfontn sacrifices,— then 
our answer is that this does not affect our position ; because of the poasMtif 
of acquiring the knowledge; that is, the Shudra can always acquire the 
requisite knowledge ; even though such knowledge is not mentioned in the 
text quoted, yet he can study the Veda and acquire the requisite knowledge 5 
it is certainly possible for one to study what has not been spoken of in a 
Vedic text. — ^Thus the correct view remains that all the four castes are 
entitled to perform sacrifices.” 


SUTRA (37). 



■asserted one. — Thus it follows that the texts speaking of the BrShmana 
and other castes really specify these as alone entitled to the performance 
of the acts ; so that the (SMdm cannot be regarded as so entitled. 


StJTRA (38). 


POIHTIHG TO THE SAM® 


We also find other texts pointing to the same conclusion,— that there 
is no learning (of the Veda) for the Shfldra — “ What is that indicative text ? ” 
—It is this — ‘ Yadyu vd Eat smasdruxm yctckchhudraht tasmaJt, shMra- 
samipe nadhyeyam ’ [* The Shudra is like the cremation-ground ; therefore 
one should not read the Veda near a Shudra'}; this clearly shows that 
the Shudra cannot read the Veda. 

IVom all this it follows that only cast^ other than the Shudra are entitled 
to perform sacrifices. 

Opponent — “ Even without the consecrated {Ahamr^ya) Fire, the 
performance of sacrifice can be regarded as laid down for the Sh^rot on 
the basis of general declarations [such as, * Desiring Heaven one should perform 
the Jyoti^poma' and so forth].” 

The answer to this is that such texts do not lay down the performance 
of the sacrifice for anyone desiring heaven, all that they do is to point out 
that the particular sacrifice brings about the attainment of Heaven as its 
result. 

Thus we conclude that it is absolutely impossible for the Shudra to 
perf orm the Agnihotra and such acts. 
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Adhik ARANA ( 10 ): The man suffering from an incurahle 
bodily defect is not entitled to perform 
mcnflces, 

g-OTBA (42). 

Inasmuch as what is theee amoB birth remains fob ever [the 

PERSON SUFFERINU FROM SUCH A BODILY DEFECT CANNOT BE 
ENTITLED TO PERFORM SACRmOBS], 

Bha^ya. 

We now proceed to conaader the case of the roan suffering from an 
incurable bodily defect — Is such a person entitled to perform sacrifices, 
or not ? 

The Purvapakpa view is that — “ according to the conclusion arrived at 
in the preceding Adhiharaiwi, the man should be entitled to perform 
sacrifioes 

The SiddMnta however is as follows ; — ^The man cannot be entitled ; — 
why ? — because he has not the requisite capacity ; he can never in any way, 
be able to perform a sacrifice ; from which it follows that he is not entitled 
to perform them. 

Says the Opponent — “ The man should be regarded as qualified to do 
whatever he is able to do ; for instance, if he is blind, he can do everything 
in connection with the sanrifioe except the ‘ examining of the Clarified 
Butter ’ ; — if he is lame, he can do everything except the ‘ vi^uTcrarna ’ ; 
— if he is deaf, he can do ever 3 ^hing except the hearing of the words of 
direction ; so that it is only these particxilar acts for which the man, who is 
blind or lame or deaf, cannot be qualified 

This is not right, we reply. Such acts as the ‘ examining of the Clarified 
Butter ‘ and the like axe not enjoined in reference to the Man ; if they had 
been enjoined for him, then even the maimed person might be qualified 
for it ; — ^they have however been enjoined in reference to (for the sake of) 
the sacrifice, because they occur in the context of the sacrifice, and also 
because it is not the Man (Agent) that is spoken of by the verb ; this has 
been already explained above under Sii. 3. 4. 13. — ^The said actions therefore 
are such that, if they were not done, the sacrifice, though performed, would 
be defective, and as such could not bring about its result. — Hence we con- 
cluded that the person in qu^tion is not qualified for the performance of 
sacrifices. 

[According to the Neo-M^marrmthas, this disqualification applies only 
to the ‘ prospective acts % not to those that are compidaory.] 


MjHUCABAJfA (11): ^ man witho'iU ^ Three ’ 

is not entitled to perform the Darsha^ 
Purmmdsa sacrifice. 


SUTRA (43). 


One who oanhot name ‘ Thbbb R§is ’ shotod be excluded 
[ebom the pebfobmance]. 


In. cormection with the Daraha-Purnamma, we read — ‘ Ars&yam 
■ — -Mkam — Dvau imtUe — -Tnn vmite — Na ahaturo t)^Ue — Na paH- 

chdtiv^i^ * [‘ He should name the Gotra-rsk ;■ — ^he should name one ^si ; — 
he should name two P§is ; — ^he should name three J^sk ; — ^he should not 
name four ]^§k : — ^he should not name more than five Pfk 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the man who is unable 
to name ‘ three gotra-rsk ’ entitled to perform the Daraha-Pumamdm sacrifice, 
■or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows : — “ That man also 
who is unable to name ‘ Three gotra-rak ’ is entitled to perform the sacrifice. 
— Why ? — -BecavLse the injunction is in the general form ‘ he should name the 
gotra-rak J [without any special number] ; hence it is open to the man to 
name one or two also ; that this is so is made clear by the sentences — ‘ He 
should name one,’ ‘ he should name two ’ ; and this same fact is indicated 
•also hy the prohibitions of naming ‘ four ’ or ‘ more than five ’ : if there 
were no possibility of the ‘ four ’ or * more than five ’ being named, there 
•should have been no prohibition of it [as there can be no prohibition of what 
is absolutely impossible]. — ^From all this it follows that that man also is 
-entitled to perform the sacrifice who is unable to name ‘ three Gotra-rak 

Against the above, we have the following Siddhania : — ^The man who 
is unable to name ‘ Three Gotra-^gk ’ is not entitled to perform the sacrifice. 
Why ? — Because of the specific declaration ‘ H j- should name three J^ak 
taken as an mjrmctiott, as what it lays down is not 
•already known. — “ But there are other specific declarations — ‘ he should 
name one ’ and so forth.” — ^These cannot be taken as injunctions ; as 
there is no injunctive affix in them. — “The enjoining would be done by 
means of the commendation contained in the sentences ; as in the case of the 
sentence ‘ he should name three l^ak \”^The answer to this is that the 
commendation is of Oiree Paia ; hence it can enjoin the naming of three only. 
As for the sentences ‘he should name, one^ and ‘he should name two\ 
these also speak of the same three ^ 

SO -that these two sentences also commend tb« 

T ... ,, . , . the three^ ynth a view to enjom 

ttrherr"izr?.rit,s 

he Should not najaae four’, ‘he should 
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not name more tlian five % — these may be taken as stating a settled fact. 

From all this it follows that the person who is unable to name * three J^ais ’ 
is not entitled to perform the Darsha-Purt^mam saerificea. ' 

[This Adhikarana does nryt mean that the Darshd-Purmmasa can be performed 
by only those Brahmanas who have three cmd only three Prmara-Psw.—All that 
is meant is that those who are unable to name Aree J^sts among their ffotra Paia are 
not entitled. So that persons with Jim Praeam-J^ma become entitled. The pro- 
hibition that ‘ more than ^ve shall not be named ’ makes this clear.—'rnp^fM.l 




Adhik ARANA {\2) ^ RathaMra-nyaya’' : TM yMatfmkara 
who is not included among the ^ Three cd>3tes\ 
is entitled to perform Sacrifices, 

StJTRA. (44). 


The text in question speaks of the Installation to be done by 

THE ‘ RaTHAKAEA ’ — BEOAXTSE SUCH IS THE DIRECT DECLARATION, 
WHICH MUST REFER TO ONE NOT ALREADY 


MENTIONED. 


Bhdsya. 


In oonnecfcion with Fire-installation, we read — * Varsasu raihahara 
Madhita ’ [* The Balhaham should install the Fire during the rains ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is this ‘ Rathakdra ’ in- 
cluded in any . one of the three higher castes ( Brahma'^, KsaMriya, and 
Vaishya) ? or is he distinct from these ? 

The natural answer to this question Lwhioh is also the SiddhaMa A] 
is that the ‘ Installation ’ spoken of in the text is that to be done by the 
Rathakdra, who is not included in any of the three caste.s. — “ How so ? ” — 
Because auch is the direct declaration ; and there is nothing that cannot be 
done by a direct declaration. This same declaration also makes it clear that 
the person spoken of here as doing the Installation is not among the three 
castes, and is in fact one that is not already mentioned in other texts ; that 
is to say, the Installation of Fire by the Brdhmarka, the Kmttriya and the 
Vaishya been already laid down in another text {as to be done 
during spring, summer, and autumn) ; hence, by elimination, the ‘ Ratha- 
kara ’ spoken of in the text in question (as to do the Installing during the 
mins) must he other than these three. 


StJTRA (45). 


[POrvapak§a] — “ The man referred to mu.st be one belonging 

TO A REGULAR CASTE, AS THIB SPECIAL NAME ONLY MENTIONS A 
PROFESSION AND THE ShC DRA HAS BEEN ALREADY 
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, , ABHTITA VI, .FiDA I, APHIKABAfA {12). 

BCTRA ( 46 ). 

IAjJSWBB. TO- PflBVAFAK^A]— -T hat cajthot bb; as m® feomssiob 

MISimOHS IS HO'T OMl THAT SI SAHOKOOTB (FOE THEl ’mEEB : * 

cAsns). 

SM^» 

The *Ba?AaMra’ caanot l>e!oag to any of the three castes; because 
anv such profassion as Cfmriot-making has been forbidden for the three castes ; 
he* can, however, be one who does not belong to any of the three castes ; 
and such a person, though not belonging to any of the three cast^, would 
be entitled to perform the Installation on the strength of the direct declaration. 

SOTRA (47). 

Thebe would be supeefluity [if the text uhdee considbeatioh 

ami FRinnTS B TO A FEBSOK AMOKO THE THESE CASTES] ; BECAUSE 
THESE HAVE BEEN ALEEADY SFOEBN OF (iN AEOTHEE 

TEXT). 

B'ha§ya. 

In regard to the Bra^manyi, the KaaUriya andlthe Vaishya, the three 
seasons spring (summer and autumn) have been already specified (for the 
Installation of Fire) ; if then the ‘ rains ’ also were laid down in connection 
With any of those same cast^ it would be entirely superfluous, — ^From this 
it follows that the ^ Rathakara * is not a person belonging to any of the three 
oastes. 

SUTRA (48). 

The text may be taken as a contingbnt declaeation ”, — if this 
IS UEGBD [then the answer is as in the following Sutra]. 

BhS^a. 

SajjfS the Purvcipciksin — If your view is that the Rathakara cannot 
belong to any of the three castes, because it has been forbidden for persons 
belonging to the three castes to make a living by any such craft (as Chariot- 
making), — ^bhen our reply is tliat the declaration may be taken as a con- 
tingent one ; it is just possible that someone belonging to the three castes 
may— though wrongly— take up the profession of Ghanot-making and 
what the text is that if there be such a one, the installation of Fire 

by him should be done during the rams ”, 

SUTRA (49). 

It has already been bxflained that these declarations aee 

N<yp CONTINGENT. 

Bhdfya. 

It has been already explained to^us that the texts that are being con- 
sidered are not those that make »uy contingent declarations. — “What if 
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they are not; contingeafe declarations?” — Wh&t follows is that they are 
purely mjanofeive ; so that the Installing of the Fire by the three castes having 
been already enjoined in another text, — if there were another injunction of 
the same, — ^it would be entirely superfltioua ; and as a necessary consequence, 
the text in question should be taken as laying down the installation by one 
for whom it has not been enjoined already.— It might be urged that “ this 
one declaration may be taken as contingent But that cannot be ; because 
how can the Installation which has been spoken of in connection with the 
spring, the summer and the autumn, — ^be connected with the raina ?-~ 
Then again, if the text in question is taken as injunctive, the Installing 
would be enjoined by ‘Direct issertion whereas if it were taken as con- 
tingent, then the injunction of the rains could be only indicated by 
‘ Syntactical Connection ’ ; — and ‘ Direct Assertion ’ is more authoritative 
than ‘ Syntactical Connection ’.—From all tliis it follows that the Installation 
spoken of in the text in question is that by one who does not belong to any 
pf the three castes. 

StiTRA (60). 

[Finai. SiddhInta]— It is the inebbior ‘ Satjdhanvahas * trat 
shothjD be understood to be meant, on the strength oe 
CERTAIN Mantra-texts. 

Bhd§ya. 

Everyone not belonging to any of the three castes is not a ‘ Rathakara h 
‘ Saudhanvana ’ is the name of a certain caste ; it is this caste ‘ Saudhanvana ’ 
that is meant ; this caste is sUghtly ‘ inferior ’ to the three castes,— it is a 
distinct caste, neither Shudra, nor Vaiskya nor KaaUriya, and it is for persona 
of this caste that the text in question lays down the Installation of Fire — 
” How do you know that ? We learn this from well-known usage and also 
from certain Manira^texts -.—{a) There is the Mantra, ‘Saudhanvana rbhava 
amrachahsasah^ (Rgveda, 1. HO. 4) the Mantra to be used by the 
Ratha3cara at the Installing of Fire is ‘ munantu, etc.’ ;-henoe it follow^ that 
the ‘ Saudhanvanaa ’ are the same as ‘ j^bhavah ’ ; and ‘ rbhavah ’ are ‘ ratha^ 
kdraa',-^ is indicated by the Manira~‘ Nemin nayanti rbhavo yaihcV 
(Rgveda, 8. 76. 5), which shows that the ‘Rbhavah ’ are those who fix up the 
tyre of the chariot-wheel ; and it is the ^Rathakara' (Chariot-maker) that 
fixes up the tyre of the Chariot-wheel. [Hence the Rathakara is the same 
m Rbhu](. 

From all this it follows that the Installation spoken of in the sentence 
in question is that by persons who do not belong to any of the three higher- 
castes, and who are also not ShUdraa. 


Adhikabana (13) : " yimdasthapati-nyd^' : The " Ni8dda\ 
■who does not belong to one of the three higher caateSf 
is entitled to perform the ^ Eaudra-sacrificel. 

SOTRA (51). 

The ‘ Sthapati’ (Ghiep) should be taken to be a ‘ Ni^ada’ ; 

BECAUSE SUCH IS THE SENSE OF TBDE WORD. 

Bhdsya. 

The Raudra-mcrifice is enjoined in the test — * Vdstumadhye raudram 
chftmm nirmpU yatra rudruh pmjcd), ahamayet' — [‘At the centre of the 
reeidence one should offer cooked rice to Rudra ; whereupon Rudra would 
keep the children at peace — ^In connection with this sacrifice it has been 
declared — ‘ Ektya niMdmthapatim ydjayet * This sacrifice should be per- 
formed for the Ni0da-chi&f’]. 

In regard to the exact .signification of the compound ‘ niaadasthapatim * 
Niadda-chief*) there arises the following question — Is the person meant 
by this word a person included among those who have been declared (in 
the foregoing Adhikaranas) as entitled to perform sacrifices ? or is he- 
distinct from those ? 

On thi.s question, the Pur-xtpak^a view is as follows : — The Niadda- 
chiaf is included among those who have been already declared to be entitled 
to perform sacrifices ; because it is only one of those that has the capacity 
to perform sacrifices, being possessed of the requisite learning and Fire 
anyone other than those would not have the requisite learning and Fire, 
and as such, would be devoid of the capacity to perform sacrifices. — ' The 
term rmada-cMef could not apply to anyone of those entitled to perform 
sacrifices — ^Tlie answer to this is that the said term would not be inapplic- 
able ; as the compound would be taken as a OmUive TcOpuruaa — ‘ ni^adanam. 
sthcipdtnh -\ — and would thus stand for the Qhief of the Niaadas [and this 
Otnef himself need not be a Niaada who is not among those entitled to 
perform saorificesl. — ^Thus then the text in question should be taken as 
asserting the title of one whose title has been already established.” 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta — The ‘ Sthapati ’ 
(Chief) shovM be taken to be a * jbfittdda \ became such ia the aeme of the word. 
A Niadtpt himself should be -understood to be the * Chief ’. — “ Why ? ” — 
Because such is the sense of the word ; that is, the term ‘ nisdda ’ can directly 
denote the Nisdda only ; a ‘ Chief of the Niaddas ’ (who is himself not a 
Nisdda) — ^it could indicate only indirectly (figuratively) ; — ^and when there 
is a conflict between ‘ Direct Denotation ’ and ‘ Indirect Indication the 
right coitrso is to accept the Direct DenotaHan, not the Indirect Indication. — 
The Opponent might argue thus — “ What has been urged doe^ not affect 
our position ; the term ' nisdda ’ (in our case also) denotes the Niaada only ; 


all that we say is that it should he taken, in the Genitive case [so that the 
compound means ‘ sthapcUh CJfairf, of the Nifodaa ’] — ^This, however, 

cannot be right ; as the Genitive ending is absent ; as a matter of fact, we 
dp not find the Genitive ending here. — Says the Opponent — “ On the strength 
of the elision (that always takes place in compounds), the sense of the 
Genitive is xmderstood — ^Trae, it is so understood ; but it is understood 
not from elision. — “ Then, from what ? ’’ — It is understood from the ‘ indirect 
indication ’ by the term ‘ nisdda ’ ; [i.e., the term ‘ niaadci * in the compound 
is taken as indirectly indicating nisdddndm\ ‘of the Nisddas* ; while directly 
it denotes the Nisdda himselfl i it has been already explained that 
Indirect Indication is weaker (than Direct Denotation) ; the interpretation of 
the compound {‘ nisadasthapati ’) as a Karmadhdraya, whereby the term 
‘ nisdda ’ qualifies the term ‘ sthapati ’ — [and the compound thus means 
the chief who is a Ni^daJ — is more logical [than the Genitive T.atpvrum, 
suggested by the Purvapa1c8in\ Because in the Karmadhdraya compoimd, 
the two terms retain their natural connotations ; and the Accusative ending 
(appearing at the end of the compound ‘ nisddasthapatim") becomes con- 
nected, in common, with both the terms (‘ nisdda ’ and ‘ sthapati ’) ,* hence the 
term ‘ nisdda ' as occurring in the compound is understood to be the Nisdda 
ma/rked hy the sense of the . Accusative. Under the circumstances, if one 
were to impose upon it the sense of the Genitive, he would be assuming what 
is not expressed at all. — ^From all this it follows that the Sthapati, Chief, 
that is meant, shoxild himself be a Nisdda. 

SUTRA (62). 

Also bboatjsb we find texts utdioativb of the same 

OONOLirsION. 

Bhd^ya. 

We find- the following text eis indicative of the same conclusion — 
‘ Kdtam daksind ’ [‘A false com is the sacrificial fee’] (Taitti. Sam. 1. 8. 9. 1), 
— ^where a coin is mentioned which is current among Nisddas only : a ‘ false 
coin ’ is of use to Nisddas only, not to Aryas ; consequently such coin would 
be in the possession of Nifddas only. 


End of Pdda i of Adhydya VI. . 



ADHYIYA VI. 

PlBA II. 

Adhikarana (1) : Every indimdwd member taking pari, in 
a ‘ Saira ’ shares its ResuUs. 

SCTRA (1). 

ImSMUCH AS EACH MAN HELPS IN THE ACCOMPLISHMENT OF THE • 
DESIRED END, THE TTILE TO THE PEBFORMANCE SHOITLD 
BE TAKEN AS ACCRHINO TO EACH. 

BM$ya. 

There are the following texts — ^ l>v(idashaMna pmj&kdmam ya^ayU^ 
f‘ For one act ring offspring, he ahouM perform the DvadmhaM sacrifice ’] ; — 
‘ Bddhi-Mma upeyuh ’ f Those d^iring prosperity should take to the 
sacrifice’); — ^then again, with a view to diveme purposes, ' Svafihamah 
satramup&ytih ’ [‘ Desiring such and such a thing, they should take up the 
;So«ra ’]; — ' Saptada^hdvarah chaiurvimahaiiparamdh mtramasHran' [‘Not less 
than seventeen and not more than twenty-four should perform the Satra ’]. 

In regard to all this, there arises the question— Who is entitled to perform 
the Satra ? Is it each individual person desiring the whole fruit of the 
Satra 1 or the whole group, as a group, desiring that fruit ? 

OhjetAion (to the qu^on) — “In the text the persons desiring the 
fruit are spoken of as several in number ; how then can there be any possibility 
of each of them sini^y being entitled to prarform the sacrifice ? ” 

Anstoer — ^The text contains the term ^fddJdkdmdh^ {'persons desiring 
prosperity^) ; this is applicable to persons having the qualificarion of desi^mg 
prosperity, taken collectively as well as severally ; and it is not possible to 
restrict it to several persons ; it is for this reason that there arises the question 
as to whether tlie term entitles each of the persons severally or all of them 
collectively. 

On this qu^tion, the Piirvapak?a view is as follows : — “ It k not possible 
for each pemon singly to perform a sacrifice which can be performed only 
by several performers ; then again, we understand • from the words of the 
text that the whole Group collectively as desiring the fruit is the performer 
of the sacrifice ; and the result of an action cannot accrue to one who is not 
its performer ; — the text does not speak of any tingle person as the performer ; 
— Whence the result must accrue to all the persons collectively ; it jnay be that 
parts of the result accrue to the individuals singly ; but the whole result must 
accrue to the whole groiip in common.^’ 

Against this Purvapaksa we have the foUowuig Siddhdnta ; — ^The resxjift 
following from the Sals-a should be taken as accruing to each person desiring 
that result ; — ^why l—rbecause eadt man helps in the accomplishment of the 
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desired end ; tiiat is, when an act is done by several persons together, each of 
them helps in the accomplishment of the desired end ; and further, the 
result of an act should always accrue to the performer of the act, and in 
the case in question, each of the persons concerned is the performer of the 
Safra . — Says the Opponent — “ We have already pointed out that no angle 
raah can do what has been declared as to be done by several men ’’.-—Our 
answer to tins is that each of them can certainly perform the Scdra, when 
we take him independently by himself; that is, it is possible for each of 
the men concerned to undertake the performance by hiir^lf on Ms own 
account; in which case, in order to make up the prescribed number of 
‘ performers ’, he would secure the co-operation of others by persuamon and 
other methods ; — ■in this case even a single man would accomplish and 
secure the desired end for himself; while each of the others also helps in it; 
and thus all of them are ‘ performers ’ in the sense that they are all required 
to be there as such [for if they were not there as ‘ performers the sacrifice 
would not be a Satra, and hence wotild not bring about the desired result]. 
Thus then, even in a case where all of them undertake the peiformanoe 
collectively, the result should accrue to each of them severally. 

SOTRA (2). 

Thin again, it is in its veby origin that the act is connbotbb 
[with the number of men] ; The case of several men 

PERFORMING THE SAME ACT WOULD BE LIKE THE 
SEEING OF AN ANIMAL BY SEVERAL MEN. 



Then again, there is no incongruity in one and the same act being 
performed by several men. — ^It might be argued that — “ there is certainly 
this incongruity that when one man is doing the act, what would the second 
be doing at the time ? ” — ^The answer to this is that tliere would be this 
inoongniity in a case where the act were one meant to be done by tiams ; 
in a case, however, where the act is meant to be done conjointly, it is quite 
possible for several men to take part in it. at the same time. For instance, 
in the case of ‘ seeing an animal ’ — a hor^ or an elephant, — each Tna-p that 
sees it has the whole perception of it ; in the same manner, there would be 
common action in regard to the Saira ; the things lased at the sacrifice would 
belong to all in common, and it would be into the common saerificidl 
{Ahavaniya) Fire that the AdJmvryu priest would throw in the offerings ; 
and in this act all the men conceamed would be ‘ performers ’ in common. 

Then again, the connection with the several men in this case is not one 
tliat has been laid down (in a subsidiaiy injunction) separately from the 
injunction of the sacrifice itself ; in fact^ it is, in the very originative injunction 
of the samfice that the connection of the .sacrifice with the nwmber (plurality 
of performers) has been spoken of, it had been spoken of in a separate 
injunction after the originative injunction of the sacrifice, then the deelara- 
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tion might be taken to mean that the result mxist accrue to the several 
men collectively. Such cannot be the meaning when the connection occurs 
in the originative injunction itself. 

From all this, it follows that each of the performers is connected with 
the whole Result of the Satra. 


Adhikaeana (2) : There should be only one Performer .at 
the Darsha and other such sacrifices. 

StJTRA (3). 

[PiObvapaa^a tjmiinued}—‘‘ Ikasmuch as, in connection with 

THE PIBPOBJCANOB OF SACBIFIOES, IT IS ONLY THE ‘ MAN V 
THAT IS SPOKEN OF, AS MANY AS HIKE MAY TAKE 
PABT IN THE PEBFOBMANCE.” 

BJulsya. 

We liave the texts — Darshapurnammabhyam smrgakdmo yajeta^ 
£‘ Desiriag heaven, one should perform the Darstm-Purnmndsa sacrifices ’] ; 
‘ Jyoiispomma smrgakdmo yog eta ’ Desiring heaven, one should perform the 
Jyotistoma sacsrifice ’]. 

In regard to tliis, there arises the question — ^Are the performances at 
these sacrifices to be done by one, two, or more men without any restric- 
tion ? or should it be by one only ? 

[Question objected to ] — “It has been already explained in Chapter III 
(3. 7. 18} that the fruit of the aot accrues to the performer.” 

Answer — ^When the fiuit accrues to the performer, then due sigoifieauoe 
must attach to the singular number, — this we are going to explain later 
on. But that is precisely what is qu^tioned here, and is going to be settled 
later on. 

On this question then, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — As many 
as like may take part in the perjormance. — ‘ How so ? ’ — ^Because U is only 
the man that is spoken of ; the man alone is spoken of ; the words of the 
text having enjoined the sacrifice in connection with the Man has served 
its purpose, and hence it cannot preclude the possibility of one or two or 
more men performing that sacrifice. As a rnatter of fact, it is not the Mart 
that is enjoined in connection with the sacrifice, — ^the injunction does not 
mean that ‘ the man should accomplish the saradfioe ’ or that ‘ the man 
should aocomphsh the result by means of the sacrifice ’ ; — what it means is 
that ‘ the man should attain the resiilt by means of the sacrifice So that 
the man is not an accessory either of the sacrifice or of the aocmtvpUshmeftd 
of the restdt; if he bad been accessory, either of the sacrifice or of the 
accomplishment of the result, then, in that case, the Number, being itself 
an accessory, could qualify the other accessory. Mart. — When, however, 
the Man is not an accessory, if the ISTumber were to qualify hiTu, it cotild 
do so only indirectly as an indicative, not as a quaUficcdion ; and in that case 
the Singular Humber could not be regarded as significant ; and under 
the circumstances, the, Singulaa* Htunber could not qualify, at a single sfroke, 
all the things that may be spoken of and that acnay be capable of being 
so quab'fied, — Question — ‘ How then do you got at the idea of the Man being 
the principal factor ? ’ — -Answer — [That is due to the following facts] — 
There is no need for the appearance of the resuli^ nor for the appearance 
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of the sacrifice ; vs-hut is always desired is that the man’s own self should 
become connected with the result; and that every action should be done 
to that end ; — otherwise (if this were not so desired) then an act, even though 
enjoined, would never be performed ; and the injimction itself would become 
entirely futile. — From this it follows that as many as may desire may perform 
the sacrifice, — it may be performed by one or two or more men.— This same 
conclusion is clearly indicateti by the following texts — (a) ‘ Yuvdm hi stihah 
Hvarpail ’ (Rgveda 9. 1 9. 2), where it is clear that the words are addr^ed 
to two sacrijicers ; and (6) ‘ Ete asrgramindavah % etc. (Rgveda 9. 6. 2. 1), 
where it is clear that it is addressed to several sacrificers. — ^Thus it is clear 
that a sacrifice may have two or more performers.” 

StJTEA (4). 

[P0SVAPAK§A mntinwd : an objection to. the Pi^bvafak^a] — 
* “It might be aroitbi) that ‘ Both the ideas abe equally 

EXPRESSED BY THE WORDS OF THE INJUNCTION,’ IF 
THIS UmSD [THEN THE ANSWER IS AS GIVEN 
IN THE FOLLOWING SCTRA]. 

Bhdsya. 

“The Opponent may bring forward the following argument — ^Boih 
Ae ideas are equally expressed by the words of the injunction; that is, the 
words of the injrmctions express both the ideas— (1) one should accomplish 
the sacrifice and (2) one should attain the result of the sacrifice.— How so ? — 
Because we actually derive these two notions from fhe words. Under the 
eirourastances, we cannot be sure as to which of the two we are to reject 
(as not really expressed ). Hence we must accept both to be equally expressed. 
— It naight be argued that it is not right for the same sentence to have two 
meanings. — ^But tloe answer to that is that it must be right to accept that 
as the meaning of a sentence wliich is found to be actxially expressed by it. 
Hence in the case in question, the only right course is to take both the 
ideas to be equally expressed. — Such being the ease [and at least one meaning 
of the text being that one should accomplish the sacrifice], the Man 
appears as an accessory of this accomplishment of the sacrifice ; and hence 
the singular number used in comiection with him must be regarded as signi- 
ficant [and the sacrifice should have only one performer]’.” 

SUTRA (fi). 

[PCrvapak^a concMtded : Pubvapaksin’s answer to the above 
objection] — “ The whole thing being for the sake of the 
Man, he cannot be regarded as an accessory (to 
the sacbiftcb) ; because this would be something 
different, assumed without reason-; — ^SPECI- 
altjY as Man is the predominant factor.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ {Replyl — What has been urged in the precediijig Sutra cannot be 
right ; because the whole th/ing being for the sake of Man, — ^i.e., the Man bein,g 
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the predonainajat factor,- — he cannot be regard^ as an accessorg. — So long 
as a reason is not adduced, we cannot accept any other (different) idea; 
and the idea of Man being the subordinate faotor is certainly other than — 
different frowr—the idea of his being the predominant factor. That in the 
present connection, the man is meant to be the predominant factor is clear 
from the fact that it is only thus that the text can have any sense. Thus 
it is not possible for the Performer , Man, to be regarded as the subordinate 
factor; specially as there is only one Injunction; there is only one 
injunctive text ; and if that one text were to enjoin either the appearance 
of the result or the appearance of the sacrifice, then the Performer coiild 
not be enjoined directly by himself ; if the Performer were enjoined directly 
by himself , then the sacrifice or the result could come in only as subservient 
to him. All this cannot be done simultaneously ; because being enjoined 
by himself is one thing, while for the man to be enjoined as subservient 
to something else, or for that something to be enjoined as subservient to 
the man, is a totally different thing. For instance, in a case where Devadatta 
is recognised as shooting arrows with both hands, — ^t-his shooting cannot 
be done by both hands simultaneously ; in fact what happens is that at the 
time that he shoots with the right hand, then with the left hand he is 
bending the back of the bow, and does not do the shooting with the latter, 
because it is otherwise engaged ; — ^in the same manner, in a case where Man 
is enjoined as the predominant factor, the Sacrifice or the Result is recognised 
as the subordinate factor, — ^because the injunction is otherwise engaged 
(in pointing to the predominance of the Man ) ; consequently, neither of 
these latter is recognised as the predominant factor. — From all this it follows 
that the Man is not a subordinate factor, in relation to either the Sacrifice 
or to the Resxilt ; and as many as may like, — one or two or several persona — 
may take part in the performance of the sacrifice.’* 

SUTRA (6). 

[SiddhIkta] — In beality, the Man should be taken as mentioned 

ONLY EOB THE SAKE OP THE PBBPOEMANOE (OP THE ACT), HIS 
BBLATIONSHIP (tO THE ACT) BEING INDICATED BY THE 
MENTION OP THE ‘ DBSIEE * ; — IN BVBBY CASE THEBE 
IS A DISTINCT rNJtrNOOCtVB TEXT IN BBLATION TO 
EACH OF THE THINGS (THAT ABB MEANT TO BE 
ENJOINED), — ^AS WE FIND IN THE CASE OP 

THE ‘ Black Antblopb-Hobn 
Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd ’ (‘ in reality ’) sets aside the Purvapak^a view. 

The Performer should he taken as mentioned only for the sake of the 
performance of the act, and not independently by himself. — “ Why so ? 
Because what the injunctive term "yaf^', ‘should sacrifice’, signifies 
is that ‘ one should accomplish the sacrifice ^ or that ‘ one «hotTld accom- 
plish something by means of the sacrifice so that, so far as the Man is 
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concerned, it is his mere existence that is implied, not the fact of his being 
either the accomplisher or the rec&pUxch of the Besolt. — ^As for the term ‘ de®irmg 
heaven’ C svargakamah'), all that it denotes m desire for heaven, and does 
not inchide in itself any special feature, eitiier of the Man himself or of any 
one else. — And in matters like the one tinder consideration, we have no 
other reliable means of knowledge except the Verbal Texts, [Hence what 
is not expressed by the words of the Texts, we cannot accept as being 
denoted as the predominant factor ; that is why the Man cannot be regard- 
ed, in the present connection, as the predominant factor.] 

Says the Opponent — “ In what manner is the coimection between the 
Man and the desire comprehended ? ” 

It is indicated by the mention of the ’ desire Even when it is not 
stated in so many words, ‘ one who desires results ’ desires it for himself, 
not for any other person. In a case where both things are meant to be 
spoken of. tJbere is a distinct infnnctive tend, in relation to each of diem ; for 
instance, we haye the two texts — (a) ’ Kff^ppmsat^a hcmdwyati ’ [‘ One 
should rub liis body witli felie Black Antelope-Horn ’], — and (6) “ GhdtvaU 
krsnxyoisdndm prdsy.ati* ['Throws the Black Antelope-Horn into the pit’] — 
(Taitti. Sam. 6. 1. 3. 8) [where the Rubbing of the Body and the Throwing of 
the Horn, both being meant to be enjoined, there is a distinct text for each]. 
In ■ytie same manner, in a case where there would be two distinct injrmotive 
text®, there alone could both predominomce and subssrvmxce of the Man be 
comprehended. In the case in question there are not two distinct injunctive 
texts ; the Man is however clearly spoken of as the subordinate factor in 
the injimction 'bhdvayei' (‘should bring into existence’), wherein the 
‘ sacrifice * appears either as the instnvment or the objective [the sense being 
either that ‘ the man should bring into existence, or accomplish, the result 
by means of the sacrifice or that ‘ he should bring into existence, i.e., accom- 
plish, the saxarijice itself ’]. As for the predominance of the Mwn, that is only 
implied indireotly through the mention of the connection of ‘ desire ’ ; the fact 
being that no one requires the mere appearance of Happiness by itself, what 
the Soul of the Man desires is his connection with the happiness ; — ^thua it is 
that the predominance of Man is indirectly implied by this corvneotion, and 
not directly expressed by any Vedic Text. 

Thus Man being the subordinate factor, the singular number pertaining 
to him mimt be regarded as significant. 

SUTRA (7). 

[Ol^ection] — “ [The desire] may be [eor the besitlt] on behalf of 

ANOTHER PERSON ”, — ^IF THIS IS TJBOBD [THEN THE ANSWER 
WTOTJIiD BE AS GIVEN IN THE POIXOWING S0TBA]; 

Bhdsya. 

The Opponent may argue as follows; — The man who desires Heaven 
for another person can also be spoken of a® ‘ desiring heaven ’ (‘ svargakdmafi ’ ) ; 
so -that one man may perform the sacrifice with a view to the attainment 
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of Heaven by another person ; and this would upset the concluiaoDt arrived 
at before, regarding resvM of enjomed actions aocru/^ to the performer 
(Su. 3. 7/18)’.” 

’S0TRA (8). 

[Answer ] — ^ThEE® is HO OOHNECTIOH IH THE CASE OF AN ACT DONE. 

FOE THE SAKE OF ANOTHER. 

Bhdsya. 

We do not mean that ‘ one should not perform the sacrifice with a 
desire to lead to another person’s attainment of Heaven % — nor that the 
term ‘ desiring heaven ’ does not express ‘ one desiring heaven for some one 
else ’ ; — ^what we do mean is that under such circumstances, the otfter man’ 
does not obtain the Result, — Why should he not obtain the result ? 
Became of the text ctiuta^iug a particular ending, — »in the word ' ya^^ta * 
(‘should sacrifice’), as alsii in the word ’ddadhUa' (‘should install’) in the 
text ‘ the hrdhmana should install the Fire during spring ’ [in both cases 
there is the Atmanepada ending, which clearly expresses the idea that the 
r^ult following from the action spoken of must aeeme to the ixmn himself 
who perforuxs the act, not to atvy other person]. If a similar ending ia 
found in the text speaking of the ‘desire’ (resvxlt), it must be taken as a 
refereixee to this same idea. 

SUTRA (9). 

[Objection] — The desire for a particular result may be the; 

CONTINGENCY [UNDER WHICH THE SACRIFICE MAY BE PERFORMED 
FOR ANOTHER PERSON] ” — ^IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE 
ANSWER WOULD BE AS IN THE FOLLOWING SCTRAJ. 

Bhdsya. 

[Says the Opponent] — “ If you hold the opinion that the term ‘ desiring 
heaven ’ is not incapable of denoting die person desiring heaven for another 
person — and that one man does not perform a sacrifice for another simply 
because in that case no resxdts are accomplished, — then, it may be possible 
for one tp perform such a sacrifice (vicariously), with a view to obtaining the 
results mentioned in the Sakbavaka-hyrnn, wherein we read the words — 
— ^ Ashaste '‘yam yajamanah aytirdshdste’ ['’ Tins saorificer hopes for longe« 
vity ’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 6. 10. 4) — -where the Hotr -priest (who recite the 
hymn) points to the saorificer who has engaged him to officiate on his 
behalf ; — ^and that these words contain the injxmotion of Results (in the 
shape of Longevity) is clear from the fact that the reciting of the Suktavdka 
itself has already been enjoined in another text — ‘ Suktavdhena prastaram 
praharati^ [‘One should ofiEer.the J^-asha-bundh with the Suktavdka'']. 
It is only when the Mantra, ^Ashas^ is taken as an injunction of 
resxilts, that it is possiffia fojr4i^ to be offered with the 

Sukkivaka (in accordance witih-tha injunction,} ; otherwise, an unseen, 
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(transcendental) rmilt would have to be aswimed,— From this it follows 
that it is possible for one to perform a sacrifice for smother person, for the 
pxirpose of bringing about incidental results.” 

StJTEA (10). 

That CANHOT be; bscahse it is compxtlsoby (not 
ooKTmaaNT). 

Bhasya. 

Ansioer — What has been argued above is not possible ; as the incidental 
result also should accrue to the same man to whom the principal result 
accrues. It is only thus that the installation of Fire can be done by one 
for liimself ; and there is no peculiarity in the case of the Installation being 
d«)no for one.self (which is not present in the case of other acts also) ; and 
we know that in the case of Installation, all kinds of results— incidental 
as well as principal — accrue to the man who does the imtalhng. —-Then 
again, in the ease cited, it would be inconsistent for the sacrifice to be both 
‘compulsory’ and ‘prospective’ (optional); that is to say, if the act of 
sacrificing (offering of the Kmha-bundle) were done (by the Hotf) for the 
purpose of his employee attaining ‘ longevity then the said could not be 
compiOsory (as it would be done only with a view to a particular desired 
end) ; on the other hand, if the act were compulsory, then it could not be 
prospective (done only with a view to a certain desired result). 

From all this it follows that our view does not go against any conclusions 
already arrived at (under Su. 3. 7. 18) ; as the Man has not been laid down 
as the predominant factor ; he is, in fact, a subordinate factor ; and hence 
the singnler number must be significant; so that there can be only one 
sacrifieer to each sacrifice. 

StJTEA (11). 

[Objection] — “ But m certain texts, the act has been actually 

INDICATED AS TO BE DONE [BY MORE THAN ONE PBBIOEMER], 

— IF THIS IS URGED [THEN THE ANSWER WOULD BE AS IN 
THE FOLLOWING SUTRA]. 

BM§ya. 

The following argument has been urged by the Purvapakain : The 

following tests clearly show that a sacrifice may be performed by two and 
more persons — (a) Yuvdm M sffush smtpatV [Rgveda 9. 19. 2), which shows 
that this Mantra should be used in the case of there being two aacriflcere, ■ 
and (6) ‘ M asrgramindavah ’ ^9- 62* 1), which shows that this 

Mantra is to be used in the ca^ of 'ther4 being aemral aacrificers. All this 
shows that acts may be performed and more saorificera.” 

This argument has got tio be -refated [which we do below]— 
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Teat cannot b® ; these ahe partiohlab cases where the act is 

ACTUALLY BBOLABED TO BE SUCH AS TO REQUIRE TWO OR 
MORE PERPORMBR'^. 


Bhasya. 

What has been tirged above is not possible in all oases. In fact, in 
connection with the texte quoted, they actually declaie the presence of two 
and more saorifioers ; — ^just as it is in the case of the Ahlvia sacrifices (Satran), 
where a large number of performers have been actually enjoined ; and this 
injunction becomes effective only when they aore actually performed by 
the severai saorifioers. — [But these are special oases, specially provided for ; 
but that cannot apply to the case of other sacrifice]. — Hence we conclude 
that as a rule, only one man is to perform a sacrifice. 


' ) ’f . . it - a “ 

t- , r » i : 
' i 'r 


Adhxkaeana (3) : Emn a ^prospectwe" smnfice^ when 
mmmemed, mmt be conMnued to the end. 

SOTEA (13). 

By eeasoh of the commenobment, the act must be finished ; 

BECAUSE THE * (jOMMENOEMBNT ’ OF AN ACT IS A OONTINGBNOY 
UNDEE WHICH IT HAS TO BE CARBIED ON. 

Bhaaya. 

There are certain acts laid down in such texts as — ‘ Desiring offspring, 
%),6 should psrforna a sacrifice ’ ‘ Desiring a village, one should perform 
a sacrifice 

In regard to such acts, there arises the question-— When one such act 
has been commenced, must it be carried on to the end ? Or it may be 
carried on or abandoned, as one may like ? 

The natural answer to this question [and the Si£MmUa] is that the 
act must be carried on to the end. — ^Why so ? — What the text says is that 
‘ Desiring such alid such a result, one should perform a sacrifice ’ ; and the 
m Aftnmg of the Verb ‘ should perform a sacrifice ’ they explain to bd that it lays 
down thA oci /rom Ua beginning to ita end ; that is, the verb denotes an opera- 
tion b^inning with the commencement and ending with its completion ; — 
and it is not like the act of ‘ cooking ’ or of ‘ giving away ’ ; in the c^e of the 
action of ‘ cooking it is the mere presence of the aci of cooking that is 
expressed ; it does not mean that having been commenced, it must be carried 
on to the end. — ^It is in this sense (of the complete act) that people in 
ordinary life also \inderstand all verbs. In fact, what the injunctive text 
enjoins is not really the effort of man to commence an act ; because people 
do not necessarily commence only what has been enjoined; but they 
necessarily carry pn to the end what has been enjoined. Hence what the 
verb denotes is not both the cormnmcemefnt and the convpletion, — -but the 
completion only ; and the commencement comes in only as necessarily iruplied 
in the completion. Hence we conclude that it is completion of the act that 
is denoted by the verb. When, thxis, what is denoted is the completion of 
the act, it is this that should be taken to be enjoined as to be done ; and there 
is no injunction, as to &e done, in regard to the mere commencement of the 
act. Hence the commencement of an aot is not necessary, what is. necessary 
is the completion of what has been commenced. Consequently, after the 
commencement of the act, if the desire for the particular result (desired 
to be obtained by means of that act) should cease, — or if the result should 
be actually acquired (before the completion of the act), — even imder these 
circumstances, the completing of what has been commenced is absolutely 
necessary. 

Says the Opponent — “ As a matter of fact, what is enjoined as to be 
done is what is desired by the man^^l 
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Not 30 ; whrit i 3 desirf'd by the man is expressed by th .smtsnce (‘ Syn- 
tactical Connection ’), while the idea that the sacrifice shnubi he performed 
is f)btained Irojn ‘ Direct AHsertion 

From all this it follows that when a man * desiring a village ' has 
commenfjed a .wcriHce, he must complete it. The mention of the • desire 
for village’ thus is only a contingent condition ; — and when an act ia 
dofdared as to he done when that contingency has come about, that ant 
Charted under that contingeneyj Ijas to be completwl even though the 
contingency may fiave ceased to exist. It has bfxsn enjoined that what. 

been cornmejiced should be completed ; and this romplefimj lias 
to be done even when the said contingency rasy have eeaseil to exist; 
because what has emsed to exist cannot bo said to have not. come into 
emstence; and it is the; coming into existence of the contingency, — ^not its 
coniirmed presence— which is the contingency (under which the act is to |je 
done). Hence it follows that even when the desire for the Result has ceased, 
what has been commeneid must be completed. Because the commencement 
of the act is the contingency under which it started, and it ahoultl also b© 
the contingency under which it should be carried on to its end. 

SOTRA (14). 

[POBVAl’AK^rK’S OBJKCTION]— “ In FACT, IftASMtlOH AM THE MaN ONLY 
WANTS THE BESULT, THERE GAN BE NO CQMPITLSION ; JUST AS 
THEBE IS NONE IN BBOARD TO WHAT HAS NOT BEEN 
OOMMENOIP.' 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ' v&' (‘in fact ’) sets aside the view expressed above. 

In fact, tlmre can be no compidsion ; — ^why ? — became the man only 
wants the result ; what ia laid down by the Injunctive text is only that the 
act mentitwuxi is the means to he employed by one ‘ who wants the result — 
i.e. who is desirous of, bringing about the result ; — -and it N not the idea 
that it should be done that is laid down by the text. Because if the jtlea 
tliat it should be accomplished were laid down, it could refer either to the 
sacrifice or to the Hesuli [as it is only these that can be accomplished} ■ — it 
could not refer to the Re«iilt ; because wlien a man desires something, he 
does nob need to be told that he should accomplish it ; ha himself knows it very 
well that he has bo accomplish the result that he desires ; what he does not 
know however is tlje means of accompUshing that result -this is what he 
wants to know ; so that to him the teaching is addressed that sacrifice is 
the required means, — i.e. the desired result is to be accomplished by means of 
the sacrifice. — ^It cannot be the sacrifice that is desired to be accomplished ; 
as this would be inconsistent with the perceptible fact that the performance 
of a sacrifice is a source of disoonafort (and as such cannot be desired) ; 
there is no such inconsistency, howeyfer, , when it is something else that is 
meant to be accomplished by means of the sacrifi.ee. Further, if the sacrifice 
iteelf were meant to be accomplished, then,, it would be necessary to assume ■ 



•a result for it j but there is no authonfcy for any such assumption. Then again, 
the injunction that it. ahcnM he aemmpUahed is possible only in regard to 
things that are capable of being accomplished. — ^Prom all this it follows 
that the sacrifice cannot be what is meant to be accomplished.— What 
then is done by the injunctive test is' that the desirtxi result is referred to 
as what is to be accomplishe.'i, and then in reference to that result, the sacrifice 
is enjoined as the means.— From tliis it follows that the sacrifice need not 
necessarOy be completed ; just as an act that has not been commenced 
need not be commenced, —similarly what has been commenced need not 
be completed.— As for the argiunent that what is indicated by ‘ Syntactical 
€onnection * is set aside by what is declared by ‘ Direct Assertion this has 
been already answered. ---Hence we conclude that there nan be no compulsion 
fin regard to the completing of what has been commenced),” 


Comwencemcnf is the contingency imder which there must be completion. 
— How so ? — Because U shotM be an incentive to the performer. — What is 
the incentive ? — Firmn^ of determination ; the man wlio always completes 
what he has commenced is not blamed by cultured people — ‘ he is only 
brave at commencing things, which he never sees through, he is not one 
with whom one should associate in business ’ such blame from cultured 
people is undesirable ; hence it is nec^nwary that when an act has been 
commenced, it should be completed. 

Says the Opponent — “Why should cultured people blame such a 


The answer to this is that they do blame such persons ; 
there ; what is the use of seeking for the .cause (of such blame) ? 
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Adhikabaka (4): In the case of ordmary tem/poral acis,. if 
is mt Tiecessa^ that what has been commemed mmt 
be commuted. 

80TRA (l«). 

[PPBVAPAK^A c&iainmd] — Temporal act;S also shovlo be treatjeo 

LIKE THE SCREPTUBAL ACTS ; AS IN THEIR CASE ALSO, THERE IS 
AN IDEA OF THE PRESIDING DEITT DERIVED FROM 
THAT SAME SOURCE.” 

Bhd§ya. 

Some one has commenced erecting a house, or a cart, or a oiiariot ; — 
after some time the desire for the finished thing has ceased, — or he has got, 
by other means, what he wanted ; — now in regard to this case, there arises 
the question — should the man necessarily complete what he commenced 
to do ? Or might he give it up when he likes ? 

The Purvapakaa view on this question is as follows : — ** Temporal acts 
also, after having been commenced, must be completed ; just like Scriptural 
acts, these ordinary temporal acts also must necessarily be completed. — 

‘ Why so ? ’ — Because in their case also th&re is an idea of the presiding delt^ 
derived from that same source ; i.e. from that same course we can derive 
the idea of a presiding deity in the case of ordinary temporal acts also.— 
‘ From what source ? ’ — ^From the scriptures ; there are texts speaking of 
the ‘ scriptmes ’ of carpenters ; and there also we recognise the functioning 
of presiding deities ; there being such notions as ‘ such and such deities- 
preside over the Eastern quarter, aud such others over the other quarters — 
Such bemg the case, if there is blame by the cultured in the case of not 
completing a commenced act, wherein there is some functioning of deities 
spoken of in the scriptures (as there is in the case of Scriptural acts), — ^then 
there should be simil^ blame in the case of the temporal acts also. [Hence- 
these latter also have to be completed.] ” 

SUTRA (17). 

[PUrvapakba concluded ^ — “ Then again, in the case of failube,. 

THEY LAY DOWN ORDINANCES (FOR EXPIATION).” 

Bhdsya. 

“ In the case of the failure of temporal acts, they — Le. the Carpenters 
(for instance) — lay dovm ordmancea fgr expiation such as — ‘ If the spoke 
breaks, IndrabaJm should be tied, and a Brdhmaifa should be fed on milk- 
rice Now if this expiatory act.i^ for 'the purpose of an unseen transcend - 
eqtal .effect, — then it could not be unless it had its source in the scriptures. 


ADHYAYA VI, PAD A II, ADHXKABANA (4). 
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Even though it be taken only as a preventive of repetition of the same 
accident, even so, the ordinance is honoured; [and as such it may itself 
be regarded as r scripture].” 

StJTRA (18). 

[SiDDHANTA] — I n REALITY, THE SOURCE OF THE ACTS IN QUESTION IS NOT 
SCRIPTURAI. ; THEY CANNOT JUSTIFY THE ASSUMPTION OF A SCRIP- 
TURE ; THEY SHOULD BE TAKEN AS DICTATED BY THE NEEDS 
(of man) ; IT IS ONLY IN THE CASE OF WHAT CANNOT BE 
KNOWN (by the ORDINARY MEANS OF KNOWLEDGE) THAT 
THE SCRIPTURE CAN SERVE A USEFUL PURPOSE, 





Bhd§ya. 


The particle ‘ fu ’ (‘ in reality ’) implies the rejection of the Purmpaksa. 

What we assert is that the source of the acts in question is not scriptural. 
You infer the existence of a scripture (for carpenters) from their 8mrti (rules 
and regulations) ; it is true that there can be no Smrti (rules) without a 
corresponding scripture, and without a 'Smrti, there could be no books 
dealing with carpentry ; — ^but what we hold is that, there is certainly a 
Smrti (rule) in the case ; but it is in the form — ‘ It is when built in such and 
such a manner that a house or some such thing becomes beautiful % — and 
not in the form — ‘ From the performance of this act of building, there follows 
ad imseen transcendental result — ^As regards the house being ‘ beautiful 
that can be known oven without a scripture ; and being thus known, it could be 
‘ remembared ’ (in the form of Smrti-ndes). Thus there is no need for 
assuming a scripture as the basis for the said SmHi rules (which have been 
shown to be based upon ordinsiry experience). If, without a scripture, 
there were nothing to indicate tlie act, then alone would there be need for 
a smpture ; and in that case alone would there be a justification for aasiiming 
such a scripture. — From all this we conclude that the act in question is not 
one laid dowm m the scriptures. It is only in the case of an act which is 
laid down in the scriptures, or which deals with a deity, that cultured 
people censure the performer if he leaves it half-done. 

Says the Opponent — ”In connection with the acts in question also, 
certain deities have been accepted, — * offerings should be made to such 
and such a deity towards the East, and to such another in that other 
quarter 

The deities that cultured people accept are in relation to the Man, not 
in relation to the house (he is building) ; hence what has been urged does not 
affect our position, - = 


' ’-.rr 


Adhikabaija (5) : ‘ Kalanja-nydyu ’ ; Evil befalU .a man 
on the performance of a prohibited mt. 

StJTRA (19). 

[PObvapak^a] — “ In the case oe PBomsmoNs, as thebe is no 

POSITIVE ACT (PBESCEIBEH), THEBE MAY BE PBBFOEMANCB 
OE THOSE THAT ABE PROHIBITED ; SPECIALLY BMJAOSE 
INACTION [l.B. AVOIDANCE OF ACT, WHICH IS WHAT IS 
EEALLY LAID DOWN IN THE PEOHIBmVE TEXTS] 

IS SOMETHING QUITB DIFFERENT.” 

Bhasya. 

There is a teaching to the effect — ‘ Na kalafijam. bhaksayitamfam^ 
na iashunam, na grnjanam^ [‘One should not eat Kalanja, nor Laahuna, 
xmc Qriijana'\ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Does the teaching mean that, 
if a man is desirous of obtaining certain rewards, he should not eat these 
things, and one who does not aedc for any reward may eat them ? Or that 
they should be avoided by all and under aU. circumstances ? 

On this question, the Purvapalcm view is as follows : — “ The things 
should not be eaten by one who seeks for certain rewards, — as for one who 
does not seek for a reward, there is no restriction, he may or may not eat 
them — Why so ? — ^It is a sort of restriction that is laid down here — ‘ Such 
and such a thing should not be eaten — ^Now this can have two meanings — 
either that ‘ non-eatvng should be done or that ‘ eating should not be done \ 
If the meaning accepted is the former one, — that is, that * one should do 
the ecUmg qualified by negation \ — then the potential affix * tavya ’ (in 
^bhaksayttavyam') directly denotes the non-eating, — the negative word ‘ not ’ 
qualifying what is expressed by the root ‘ hhakaa % ‘ to eat ’ ; and it is 
through the operation of ' eating'^ tAieA, the ‘not' becomes connected with 
what should be done. — [Read ‘ nan sambadhyate without ‘ na — as in MS. C]. 
— If, on the other hand, the meaning accepted be the second one — ^that 
what should be done is what is expressed by the negative particle ‘ not % — 
then, this connection could be done Only by the indirect indication of 
' Syntactical Connection ’ ; — ^and the act to eat would qualify the negation. — 
Now as between ‘ Direct Denotation of a word ’ and the ‘ Indirect Indication 
by S 3 mtactical Connection Direct Denotation is certainly more authorita- 
tive than Indirect Indication. Consequently, the meaning accepted should 
be the former one — that ‘ nouTeating should be done ’.—Now, ‘ non-eating ’ 
is negation of ecdmg ; and this caimot be what should be done ; hence what 
is taught here as io be done is the mevUal act involved [Le. the making up 
of the mind, the deterrndiaticm, liot to eat|;;it is only in this manner that the 
eating becomes qualified by ‘pot!’,— and first of all there is thi.s connection 
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ADHlflYA ,VI, Pi»A n/ ABBIKAEANA (5). 

between the eating and the negaiion,~^nd then the injnnetion or teaching 
-Thus then, just as in the ease of such observances m ^Nodyantanuldlt. 
yamikseta^ (‘one should not look at the rising sun ’).-which go to make 
up the ‘ Fmjapaihralm %— a particular reward accrues to one who observes 
them.— while no sin attaches to one who does not observe them,— so should 
it be Hi the case in question also ; — speciaUy bemuse inaction is something 
quite differeni ; that is, the text in question does not contain the prohibition 
of any positive act, what it teaches is only inaction ; and, as a matter of fact 
the act of eating winch would be prohibited is something quite different 
from the making tip of the mind (not to eat), which is of the nature of 
inaction.' ' 

StiTEA (20). 

[SiDDHANTA]— [I n THE CASE .OP THE TEXT CITED, ‘ ONE SHOULD NOT 
LOOK at the RLSING SEN ’] WHAT IS TAKEN TO BE ENJOINED IS 
A POSITIVE ACT TENDING TO PELPIL A DBPCNITB PURPOSE, 

ON THE. GROUND THAT THE SCRIPTURAL TEXTS SHOULD 
SEBYB A USEFUL PURPOSE [IN THE CASE OF THE 
TEXT ‘ KALAiJjA SHOULD NOT BE' EATEN ON 
THE OTHER HAND], THE SAID TWO CONDITIONS 
ARE NOT PRESENT AND THERE IS A 
DEFINITE TRANSGRESSION OP IN- 
JUNCTION INVOLVED IN THE 
DOING OF THE ACT. 

Shmya. 

First of all, we are answering the analogy that has been cited.— As 
regards the Prajapativratas, it is ordy right that what is taken to he enjoined 
is a posUive act tending to fulfil a definiu purpose; because, in that case, 
what is taught is an observance and what is taught as to he 'done is tending 
to bring about welfare, and what is taught && not to he done tends to bring 
evil. 

Question—'^ How do you know that in the ease of the Prajwpatiwatas, 
it is an observance that is enjoined as to 66 done ? ” 

Answer— That it is so is clear from the Jaot that the injunction of the 
Prajdpativratas has been introduced by the sentence— ' Now follow the 
observances for the student ’ observance ’ is a mental operation, the 
making xip of the mind that ‘ I shall not do such and such an act ’ and 
when the question arises as to what the observances are,— there follows 
the injunction ‘ He should not look at the rising sun ’ ; which means that 
‘ lie should make up his mind so that & may hot look at the rising sun, 
and that he should keep up this determination^.— And in this it should be 
understood tlrnt a definite purpose is served by the keeping up of this 
determination. Specially as in reference tO-’ these same observances, there is 
a further declaration—' Thus does he not become beset by sin ’, which 
means that by keeping the observance he escapes the contact of sin. 
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SHABARA-BKl^yA : 


In the case of the prohibitions under consideration — ‘ Kalanja should 
not bo eaten ’ and the like, — on the other hand, the aforesaid two conditions 
are not present. Becausfj in this case a definite act is prohibited, — and it is 
not moTe inaction that is enjoined; henc® when a man does eat Kalanja, 
it is not that he does not tran^e^s the prohibitive injunction. In the other 
case, by looking at the rising mn, one doM not transgress an injunction ; 
because the said looking has not been prohibited ; the text concerned only 
enjoins an observance ; so that if one keeps that observance, he obtains its 
reward, — [and if he does not keep it, he does not obtain that reward]. In 
the case of the Kalafija on the other hand, the eating of it haa been definitely 
prohibited. — •“ How do you know that ? ”~-We deduce this from the fact 
that in this case, the text in qu^tion has not been prefaced by the 
introductory words ‘ now follow his observances ’.—-Nor in this case does 
the text lay down the mental operation, the determination, that ‘ KaHahja 
shall not be eaten ’ ; because in the phrase ‘ no bhak^ay^avyam ’ (‘ should 
not be eaten ’ ), the term ‘ bhaksayitavyam ’ means that eatirtg ^mdd be done, 
— and this is negatived by the particle *na’ (‘not’); — all this by Direct 
Assertdon. So that it is only in this interpretation that the well-known 
meaning of words becomes preserved ; while the other interpretation involves 
Indirect Indication ; — and when there is conflict between Direct Assertion 
and Indirect Indication, the former is more authoritative than the latter. 
For these reasons, the text in question must be taken as a prohibition.. 

Says the Opponent — “ The text may be a prohibition; but in this case 
we do not find any evil effects spoken of (as following from the doing of 
what has been prohibited) ; so that the act, even though prohibited, may 
be done. — If it be urged that evil effects could be assumed, — then our answer 
is that that cannot be done, as there is no authority for it. — ‘ The requisite 
authority is there in the shape of Presumption, based upon the fact that, 
otherwise, the teaching would be raeanjngli^s (if the doing of the prohibited 
act did not lead to evil results) — ^That also is not possible ; as it is quite 
possible that there shoxild be a meaningless teaching due to ignorance (on 
the part of the teacher). Hence no evil effects can be assumed.” 

• Answer — It is quite true that no evil effects “ can be assumed ”, 
because they are already there [they need not be assumed]. — “ How so ? ” — 
It is there in the form that, as soon as a man would do the act (i.e. eat 
Kalanja), all cultured men would censure him, calling him ‘ one who has 
fallen off from aU the rewards' of any good acts that he might have done ’ ; 
and this in itself would be a very great eml ejfedt. 

From all this it follows that the Kalanja should never be eaten. In 
fact, it is just like the advice that ‘ one should not present his finger before a 
snake where, on account of the knowledge that evil effects are sure to 
follow, one never presents his fingear before a snake. Similarly no one ever 
puts his foot upon a thorn. The case of the prohibitions in question is 
exactly like these. 


m 





Adhikarana (6) : The ‘ Following of the Teacher * and smh 
other duties are to be performed after the ‘ Uparmpana 
Initiation. 

vSUTEA (21). 

[POBVAPAKSA]— “ The BIJTIKS bkjoihbb should devolve upon 
ONE PBOM HIS VERY BHim” 

Bha^ya. 


Certain duties laid down in the Smrtis are the subject-matter of this 
AdJilkarana ; as also r«.*rfain practices which have attained the dignity of 
ditiies ; — for instance The Teacher should be followed, and saluted % 
‘ An old man should he woleoined by rising from the seat, and he should be 
duly honoured 

In regard to these, thfrre arises the question — Are these duties incumbent 
upon men from their very birth ? Or do they become so after they have 
been initiated ? 

On this question, the Parvapaksa view is as follows They are 
incumbent xipon men from their very birth, as they have been enjoined 
without any distinction. -‘Why so ?’ — ^As a matter of fact, they have been 
enjoined for man in general, and one becomes a mcm as soon as one is 
bom ; — Whence it follows that the duties in question devolve upon men from 
their very birth.’* 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhdnta ; — 


SUTRA (22). 


[SiddhInta] — In reality they should devolve upon him along 

WITH THE UPANAYANA-lNiriATION ; BECAUSE THEY ARE SIMILAR 

TO [the duties laid down in] the Veda. 


Bha?ya. 


The phrase ’’ api M ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the Purva- 
paJem. 

The diUies should devolve upon him along with the Upanay ana-initiation — 
‘ Updya ’ here stands for Upanayana ; — because they are similar to the duties 
laid down in the Veda ; that is to say, Smrti stands on the same footing as 
the Veda, it having been explained above (under Su. 1. 3. 1) that the duties 
laid down in the Smrtis are the same that have been laid down in the Veda. 
And all the duties laid down in, the Veda have been declared to be such as 
devolve upon one a/fer the Vpancfyarta, and the duties in question, which 
are enjoined in the Smrtis, are afeo' as good as laid down in the Veda; — 
hence it follows that these shoulcl-' jdpvolve upon one only after the 
Upanayana. 1 \ y. . -*■ 



Abhikabana (7) : ^ Agnihotra-nydya^ : The Ag7iihotra and 
other sacrifices laid down m Hifedong \ should he 
perfantned only at their own time, 

SCTRA (23). 

[PrTB%'APAKSA (A)]— “ The bepeated pebformance, not being an 

AUXILIARY TO THE SACBIFIOE, SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINED 
FOR THE SAKE OF THE MaN [AND HENCE SHOULD BE 
DONE CONSTANTLY] 

Bhdsya. 

We have sueh texts as — (a) Y avajjimnuignihotram jnhoti' [‘One 
should perfoAn the Agnihotra as long as he lives ’] ; (b) ‘ Yavajjlmm duraha- 
pumama^abhydm yajMa' [‘One should perform the Darsha-Purnam&sa 
sacrifice long as he lives ’] ; and it has been explained (under Adhydya, II) 
that these sacrifices have been enjoined for the sake of the Man', and hence 
their repeated performance could not be an auxiliary to the sacrifice. 

Now the question that arises is — Are the offerings (tliat constitute 
these ‘life-long’ sacrifices) to be made constantly (every moment of one’s 
life) ? Or, not constantly (only at stated times) ? 

On this question -the first Pdrvapaksa (A) view is as follows : — “ The 
performance lias been enjoined for the man ; — -hence during the time that 
one remains a man, he should do it constantly. — ‘ But we have texts laying 
down the evening and the daton as the time for the ApntAo^m-offerings 
and the Moordess Day and the FuU-moon Day as the days for the offering 
of the Darsha-Punymiciaa .' — ^The performance that is to be repeated con- 
stantly cannot be meant to be complete in all details ; hence if some of 
the performances are not performed at the prescribed times, that deficiency 
in regard to time only cannot vitiate the performance as a whole.” 


S0TBA (24). 

[PuRVAPAK^A (B)]— What has been asserted would be 

IMPOSSIBLB ; HENCE THE BJ5PBATED PERFORMANCE IS TO BE 
REGULATED BY i^XIGENCIES.” 

JSM§yoL. 

“It is not possible for a man Ibp go on offering and offering libations 
at every moment of his life ; all that cap foe meant by ‘ life-long performance ’ 
is that he should make the offermgsi whenever he can ; — ^no man can ever 
go on maldng the offerings contmucruB]^:? ^-because he must take his food 


AdhyIya yi , pIba tt, abhikaeaha (?). 
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and irnist go about. Hence the offerings are to be made at ail such times 
as ratay be without detriment to his other commitments and needs.” 

StiTRA (25). 


[SlDDHANTA] — T hAT CANNOT BE ; BECAUSE THE OFFEBINGS HAYE BEEN 
ENJOINED WITH SPECIAL EEFBEENCE TO STATED POINTS OF 
TIME. 

Ehd^ya. 

The view, that “ the offerings are to be made at all such times as may- 
be without detriment to the man’s other comxnitraents and needs”, — ^is 



not right ; because deQnite points of time have been prescribed, in such 
texts as — ‘ The .^i^n^^o^ra-offe^ing should be made in the evening, it should 
be made in the morning, after it has dawned’; and ‘ One should perform 
the Purnamaaa ss,CTifice on the Full-moon Day and the Amavasyd sacrifice 
on the Moonless Day — From tliis it is also clear that the offerings cannot 
be made continuously. ’ 

Says the Opponent — “ Strict observance of the time is not essential, 
as there may be performances that are slightly defective in details.” 

Answer — Time is not a detail ; it is a came, the ocmsion, for the per- 
formance, as has been explained already. Hence it follows that, as it has 
not been enjoined as to be done at any but the stated times, the offerings. 


SUTRA (26). 


Inasmuch as we find teats indicative of time, the injunction 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS ENJOINING THE STATED TIME. 


Bhd^a, 

There are* texts indicative of the same conclxision — ‘ Apa va esa smrgdl- 
lohdt chhidycOM yo darshapur^^amdsaydji san purnamdslmarndvdsydm vd 
caipdtayet' [‘If the performer of Ddrsha-PuTYmndsa passes over the Fiill- 
moon Day or the Moonless Day, he becomes cut off. from heaven ’] (Taitti. 
Sam. 2. 2. 5. 4).— If the offering were to be made at all times, how could 
there be- a ‘ passing over ’ of any time at all ? — ^From this also it is clear 
that the performance is not to be repeated continuously. . 


Adhikaeaija (8) : The. Agnih^ra and other acts are to, he- 

repeated at their ami time. 

StJTEA (27). 

The pbrfoemance should be repeated whenever the toie comes ; 

BECAUSE THEY ABE BELATED IN THEIR VERY 
ORIGIN. 

Bhdsya. 

There are the following texts — (a) ‘ Fmdme ag^iihotmm hotut^iam 
vyustetydm prdtah' [‘The Agnihotra is to be offered in the evening and 
again in the morning, after it has dawned ’] ; — (b) ‘ Paurnamusydm paurna- 
mdaena yajeJba anmvcisydydrmmdvdsyeim yajeta' ['On the Full-moon Day, 
one should perform the Paunmmdm sacrifice, and on the Moonless Day, 
one should perform the ATndvdsyd sacrifice ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question—Should the offering bo 
made only once in the evening, or on every evening ? Only once in the 
morning, or on every morning ? — Similarly, should the Paur^mdm be 
offered only once on the Full -moon Day, and the Amameya sacrifice on 
the Moonless Day only once ? or on every Full -moon Day and every 
Moonless Day ? 

On this question, the Purmpaksa view is that' — “ The injtmctive text 
would be obeyed by a single performance; and there is no rule regard- 
ing repetition on every occasion.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddhdrUa ; — The performance 
shoidd be repealed whenever the time comes ; that is, each time that the pre- 
scribed time comes, the performance should be repeated ; — ^\vhy ? — because they 
are rdated in their very origin ; that is to say, whenever the act in question 
originates — i.e. whenever it is enjoined, — ^it is connected with the particular 
time ; — ^it has also been declared that all declarations of time are for the 
purpose of laying down a contingent condition ; and hence whenever that 
contingency presents itself, the action to be done under that contingency 
must be performed. It is for this reason that whenever the prescribed time 
comes, the performance has to be repeated 

StlTRA (28). 

To THE SAME EPPECT THEBE IS AN INDICATIVE TEXT ALSO 
Bhd§ya. 

There is the text — ‘ Apa vd ^d, efc.’ [‘ If the performer of the Darsha- 
PurnamOsa sacrifice neglects eitber the Full-moon Day or the Moonless 
Day, he becomes cut off from heaven (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2, 5. 4) ; which 
clearly shows that the performance has to, be repeated whenever the 
prescribed time arrives. 


ADHiKABAiirA (9) : At the Darsha and other sacrifices, 
whenever the contingencies like ^ breaking^ occur, the 
H(ma contingent on them should he repeated, 

StJTRA (29). 

SlMILAELY AI^O THOSE THAT AKE TO BE BEEFOBMBD m THE MIDST 
OF SACRIFICES. 

Bha^ya. 

In connection with the Darsha-Piirimnidsa sacrifices, we read — ‘ Bhinne 
jiiJioti skanne jvJwti ‘ [‘ One should offer Homo, whenever there is a breakage, 
one should offer Homa whenever there is spilling’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Would the needs of the 
injunction be met by a single Henna offered on a single breakage and on a 
single spilling ? Or at every breakage and every spilling ? 

The answer to this is supplied by applying to it the details of the fore- 
going Adhikarana: The Purvapaksa here is the same as the Purvapaksa of 
the preceding Adhikarana, and the Siddhanta here also is the same as the 
Siddhdnia there. That is to say, the Purvapaksa is that “ the needs would 
be fulfilled by a single offering of the Homa ” ; — ^and the Siddhanta is that — 
inasmuch as the Breakage and the Spilling are the contingencies under 
which the Homa should be offered,— the offermg should be repeated with 
every breakage and every apiUing., 



Adhikaiiai^a ( 10 ): The ^Following of the Teacher^ aTid 
such other duties should he ^performed whenever 
the occasion arises. 

SUTRA (30). 

The same shohld he the case woth those acts that have been 

BEGABDED AS ‘ DUTIES ’ OH THE BASIS OF * OUSTOM ’ ; AS THOSE 
ALSO ABE MBAHT FOB THE MaH. 


There are certain duties (not laid down in the Feda, but established 
by Guatom) such as ‘ The Teacher should be followed and saluted % ‘ The 
old man should be welcomed by rising from the seat, and he should be 
respected ’• 

In regard to these acta, there arises the question— Are these to be 
repeated whenever the Teacher comes ? Or would the duty be fulfilled 
by doing it , only once ? 

In answer to this, we have the SiUra — The same should be the case, etc. ; 
which applies the conclusions of the preceding Adhikarana to the present 
one ; so that the view that was the Purvapaksa there should be treated as 
the Purvapaksa here ; and that which was the Siddhanta there should be 
accepted as the Siddhanta here. — ^That is, the Purvapaksa view is that “ the 
duty becomes fulfi,lled by a single performance ”, and the Siddh&rda is that 
as the occasions are so many contingent conditions, the act has to be 
repeated whenever the occasion presents itself. 


Adhikarana (11) : The repayment oj the ‘ Three Debts ’ is 
compulsorily incumbent upon the Brahma^, the 
Kmttriya and the Vaishya. 

StJTRA (31). 

Rob the BkIhmawa, the performance of the Soma-saceificb^ 

THE AcQTJIBING OF KNOWLEDGE AND THE BEGETTING 
OF Offspring are essential, —as they are 

SPOKEN OF IN CONNECTION WITH THE 
DECLARATION OF ‘ DEBTS 


Bha§ya. 

We have the followiag texts — ‘ Somena yajeta ’ [‘ One should perform 
the Sotna-aacrifice’h (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 6. 1) Garbhdspam^u hrahmam- 
mupanayita’ [‘The Brahmana should be initiated in the eighth year from 
conception ’] ‘ Prajdm utpadayet ’ [‘ One should beget offspring 

In regard to these, there arises the question— Are these duties com- 
pulsory (essential), or not . compulsory (unessential) ? 

The Purvapaksa view fe that— “ they are not essential, being connected 
as they are with particular desirable results 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddharUa :~The duties in 
question— the performance of the Somt-sacrifice, being initiated .into Vedic 
Study and Begettirtg oj Oj54piW-are essential for the Bmhmntto (the 
Kyaariva and the roMhyn).— Why 1— Became they are epokm of tn oon- 
ineetion nnrt the dedaraUort of ‘Debte'. in the following text-Vd^ne 
ha vai brahmctnastribhirrnaehh jhyaie, yafhlaa devebhyah, brahwacheajena 
rMhyah, prajaya pUrbhyah; ea eai tarhyaemo Vhaoati yoM yayeS 
'ckdfi prajdodn'- [‘When the SrStmana is bom, he .a bom ^t with 
three Sbts,-(1) that to the Devae, of eaanflce, (2) that to the of 
Studemhip. and (3) that to the of J he bee^® absoW 

from thes^by (1) saerificmg, (2) by hmoiwnsr a stedenf, and (3) by heyeOtag 
oSvriag’-i (Taittt Sam. 6. 3. 10. 6).-Thia deseription of to toee aets 
as the means of repaying the Debte. oonld be apphcable to the^te only if 
their performance were absolntely neeessaryi hence they must be regarded 

as essential (compulsory). , v u 

Says the Opponent-" An indicative text by itself alone cannot establish 
any eonolnsion: some reason should be stated, of which the text may be 
indicative (and corroborative).” 

Arwm^er-There are other texts where these same acts have been laid 
down apart from any desirable resalts-(«) ‘ Fa«an«6 msarde jyohsd yyeta ’ 
[‘One should perform the Jyotisfonui (Soma) sacridce during each spring’]; 
—(6) ‘ Ydvajjivam agnihoircm ii^S| Qne should offer the A^iMtra as 
long as he lives’];— (e) ^ YdmjjiiKtm dartdM-pur^maaabh^ yajeta' [‘One 



should perform DarsJia-Purxfama^ sacrifice as long as he lives’]; — 
(d) ‘ Vidydmadhiytta^ [‘One should acquire learning’]: — {e) '■ Praja 

utpadayitavyd ’ [‘ One should beget offspring ’]. — ^These text® clearly establish 
the essential character of the acts in question; and this same fact is corro- 
borated by the indicative text quoted at the outeet. 


[Supplementary Adhihararta.'] 


Says the Opponent— “ But the text ‘ When the Brahmatm is bom, 
etc* etc.’ speaks of the Brahmana only.” 

Ansroer — ^It is tme that in this text the Brahmava only is mentioned ; 
but it is not tiiis text which enjoins the essential character of the duties ; 
that character is enjoined by the other text which does not speak of any 
desired result ; and the text in question merely refers to them for the pur- 
pose of eulogising the offerings. Hence we conclude that the mention of the 
BraJimana does not indicate that the duties are not-essential for the KaoMriya 
and the Vaishya; in fact, the Brahmai^ has been mentioned only by way 
of an illristration ; what is really meant is that ‘ when a Brahmana or a 
Ksattriya or a Vaishya, is being bom,— 4and is born, and has been bom’. 
[Hence the duties should be regarded as essential, compulsory, for all the 


Bnd of Pada U of Adhydya 


ADHYAYA VI. 


PlDA III 

AdhikaIiana (1): In the case^ of the ^compulsory Acts\ 
it is not absolutely essential to perform all the 
auxiliary details. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PObvapaksa] — “ The act should be undertaken only when the 

PERFORMER HAS THE CAPACITY TO PERFORM ALL (THE AUXILIARY* 
DETAILS) ; AS THE ACT IS LAID DOWN AS SUCH.” 

Bha§ya. 

In the BaJwrcha-Brahmavm we read — ^ Ydvajjlvam agnihotram juhoti', 

‘ YdvajjiiHxm darshapuniamdsam juhoti ’ One should perform the Agmhotra 
as long as one lives’, ‘One should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice 
as long as one lives ’] ; which means that the Agnihotra is a compulsory 
act, and that the Darska and Pumamdm are compulsory sacrifices. 

In regard to this second declaration regarding the sacrifices, — ^which 
is quite distinct from the first declaration where they are spoken of as to be 
perfoiTOed with a view to a definite result (i.e. in the texts — ‘ One desiring 
heaven should perform the Agnihotra \ \One desiring heaven should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa^), — ^there arises the question — Is it only one who 
is capable of performing all the auxiliary details of these sacrifices that 
is entitled to undertake their performance ? Or is it permissible bo perform 
the sacrifice even without some auxiliary details ? 

Under Adhydya XI (11. 1. 11-19), the discussion is going to be in 
reference to the first declaration of the sacrifices with auxiliary details as 
to be performed with a view to a particular result, while on the present 
occasion we are going to deal with the second declaration of the sacrifices 
as compulsory acts. [Hence there is no repetition.] 

On the said question, the PUrvwpaksa view is as follows : — “ The act 
should he undertaken only wJmi the p&rforrifter has the capacity to perform all 
the auxUixtry details, as the act is lai4 down as such ; that is, that man alone 
should imdertake'to perform a sacrifice who is able to act according to the 
injunctions in its full detail the act is lai^ down as such ; i.e. the 

act laid down in the text in as compulsory is the same as that 
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SHABABA-BHi§YA : 


spoken of in connection -with partacular desirable results; hence it follows 
that its performance should be complete in all details. — ^Further, the term 
‘ darshapUr^amasa " (contained in the text in question) is expressive of the 
particulii.r sacrifice complete in all its details. — ‘How so ? ’ — ^As a matter 
of fact, what is laid down as to be done on the Full-moon Day is a sacrifice 
along with all its details; and what is laid down as to be performed on the 
Moonless Day is a sacrifice along with all its details ; — ^what is laid down 
as to be done on the Full-moon Day is the Paurnamasa sacrifice ; and what 
is laid down as to be done on the Moonjess Day is the Amawdsyd (or JMraha) 
sacrifice ; — ^and we have seen that what has been laid down as to be done 
on the Full-moon Day — or on the Moonless Day,— is a sacrifice with ail its 
details; — Whence it follows that it is the sacrifice along with. all its details 
that is spoken of by means of the term ‘ darshapurtj^mdm \ — Such is the 
opinion of JaimmiP 


SUTRA (2). 





[SrDDHiNTA]~lN BEALITY, THERE SHOULD BE PBEFOBMAHCK EVEN IF 
ONLY A FART [OF THE AUXILIARY DETAILS] IS PERFORMED ; BECAUSE 
THE FULFILMENT OF THE PURPOSE 'PROCEEDS FROM THE PbINOIPAL 

Act ; apt. THii i^est ib only an embellishment, 

BECAUSE IT SUBSERVES THE PURPOSES OF 
THAT ACT. 


Bha4ya. 


The phrase ‘Apiva\ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the 
Pwvapak§a, 

Even if only a part — of the auxiliary details — is perforatied, there shotdd 
be performance of the Principal Act. Because whether the aot is performed 
along with its auxiliary details, or without these details,^ — the fulfilment, 
of the purpose proceeds in any case from the Principal Act itself ; — ^and 
the performance of all the auxiliary details serves only os an mtbeUiah- 
ment, — “ What embellishment ? ” — The embellishment is in this form- that 
from the performance of the Principal Act along wjth its auxiliaries follows 
attainment of Heaven^ while from that of the Principal itself, without the auxi- 
liari^, follow other results. Thus then, the man having commenced the per- 
formance of the Principal- Act along with all its auxiliaries with the avowed 
aim of attaining Heaven, — if he is unable to pOTform some of the auxiliaries, 
— even from such performance, which would be wanting in part of the 
auxiliary details, some results would certainly accrue to him — ^For these 
reasons the text in question should taken as speaking of the Principal 
Acts only; the two terms- and ^ Daraha-PHnyamaaa ' also 

denote the Principal Acts ; the pthei? acts, wl#h form their auxiliaries, 
only subserve the purposes of thiese^'Bincipal JaBts, • i ^ 
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S0TRA (3). 

Fkom the hoh-pbbfoemancb of the Peds-oipal Act there follows 

EVIL ; THIS IS WHAT DISTTNGITISHES IT FROM THE AUXILIARIES ; 
BECAUSE THE SAID EVIL HAS BEEN SPOKEN OF IN 
CONNECTION WITH THE PRINCIPAL 
Act ONLY. 

Bhd§ya. 

We have the following text which speaks of evil following from the 
omission of the Principal act — ‘ Apa vd esa, etc.\ [‘ He verily is cut off from 
heaven who, being a performer of the Daraha-Pum^mdsa, omits to perform 
them on the Full-moon Day and the Moonless Day ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 2. 6. 4). 
This text, speaking of an evil effect following from the omission of the 
Principal Act, makes it clear- that that Act alone is compulsory. 



SUTRA (4). 


[Objection] — But according to Jaimini, there is no distinction 

MADE AMONG THE (PRINCIPAL AND AuXTTJARY) ACTS ; BECAUSE 
THERE IS ONLY ONE COMPREHENSIVE INJUNCTION 
OF THE PERFORMANCE AS A WHOLE ; HENCE 
THE INJUNCTION SHOULD INCLUDE 
ALL THE ACTS.” 


Bhdaya. 


Says the Opponent— “ There is no such distinction as that ‘these 
acts are auxiliaries and those the Principals ’ ; because there is only one 
comprehensive injunction.’of the performance as a whole ; — ^this is what Jaimini 
has declared; — Whence the text — ‘One should perform the- Pitmamdsa- 
sacrifice on the Full -melon Day and the Amavdsyd sacrifice on the Moonless 
Day ’ — should be taken as enjoining all the •acts {Principal as well as 
Auxiliary).'" 


#CfTRA (5), 

[Answer ] — Even on the performance of a single Auxiliary, the 

RESULT would FOLLOW ; BECAUSE THE PRINCIPAL IS ALWAYS 
DISTINGUISHED [FROM THE AUXILLABIES] ; AND IT IS 
JUST AS IN THE CASE OF OTHER SACRIFICES. 

BM§ya. 

Even though a single auxil^iflfey. ^y be p^ormed, [and the others 
dire omitted and the pwf ormance of the iPrincipal becomes defective on that 
], yet, even from the de!l^t^ 'performance of the Principal Aeti 
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skababa-bh1§ya : 


the remit would follow. — “ How so ? ” — Became the Principal is distinguished 
— ^i.e. the Principal is always distinguished from the auxiliary details; 
and the result follows from the act named ’’ Agnihotra' , and from the act 
named ‘ Darsha-Purmrndaa ’ ; and it is this aet so named that is laid down 
(in the texts xmder consideration) as to be done; so that that act which 
has been laid down as to be done on the Pull -moon Day is the Picrnamdsa 
sacrifice and that which has been laid down as to be done on the Moonless 
Day is the Amdvasyd sacrifice, — as laid down in the text ‘ Yaddgneyostd— 
kapdlo ‘mdvdsyayam pauripxmdsydiichdchytao hhavati ’ The cake baked 
upon eight pans, dedicated to Agni, should not be omitted on the Moonless 
Day and the Full-moon Day ’] (Taitti. Sana. 2. 6. 3. 3). Thus it is that on the 
Full-moon Day, the cake is offered to Agni and to Agni-Soma, and Clarified 
Butter is offered to A.gni-Soma and other deities ; and on the Moonless Day 
the Curd-Butter-mixtime is offered to Agni. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that — “the injunction that 
‘ the Amdvasyd sacrifice should be performed on the Moonless Day and 
the Purnamasa sacrifice on the Full-moon Day’ lays down the Principal 
sacrifice along with its auxiliary details, so that what the term ‘ Darsha- 
pun^amdsa ’ denotes is the Principal sacrifice along with all its details [and 
hence there should be no performance of the Principal sacrifice alone] ”, — 
But this is not so ; it is after the signification of the term ‘ Daraha ’ and 
the term ‘ Purnamasa ’ has been already settled and recognised that there 
follows the further injunction of that same sacrifice along wth its auxiliaries, 
in reference to a definite desirable result. 

Thus it is not true that either the term ‘ Agnihotra ’ or the term 
‘ Darsha-purmimdaa ' denotes the Principal Act along with its auxiliaries ; 
and what is laid down (in the texts xmder consideration) as to be done is 
the ‘ Agnihota'a ' and. also the ‘ Darsha-Purmvmdsa \ 

It is just as in the case of other sacrifices. That is, just as, between 
the Original Archetype and its modified ectype, the accessories of one do 
not necessarily enter into the other, — so the accessories of the sacrifice 
meant for the obtaining of certain results do not necessarily, enter into that 
same sacrifice when performed as a compulsory act (and not for the 
obtaining of any. results). 


SUTRA (6). 

Also because we eestd the mention oe ‘ completion ’ even when 

THEBE IS INEETNCEMENT OF THE INJUNCTION. 

Bhdsya. 

There is a text—- ‘ TaMva yadrk tddrk hotavyam ’ [‘ That same oblation 
may be offered in some way or the other’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. 4. 3. 5),— wliich 
shows that even when there is some defect in the details, the act of offer- 
ing is regarded as complete all' the same. 





SUTRA (7). 


Furtheb, because an expiation is laid down. 


There are certain expiatory rites laid down as to be performed, con- 
tingent upon the infringement of the injunctioxi (of details), — and these 
rites form part of the Principal Sacrifice; such rites, for instance, as ‘ One 
should offer an oblation on breakage’. — ^If a performance defective in details 
were futile, what would be the use of such rites and in connection with 
which sacrifice ? — ^From this it follows that there should be performance 
of such acts even though there be some defect in the details. 



Adhikabaisia ( 2 ) : In the case of Prospective Acts done 
mth a view to a desirable result, any defeat in the 
auxiliary details makes the act nugatory. 


SUTRA (8). 


[P^rvapaksa]--” So also in the case of tote ^ Peospeotive Acts 

BECAUSE OE THE MAN BEING DESmOITS OP OBTAINING 


Bkdsya. 


There are several ‘ prospective acts ’ [acts done with a view to secur- 
ing a definite result], such as — (a) ‘ Aindrdgnamekdd^halMpdlanm/rmpU 
prajdkSmahk ’ I>esirmg offspring, one should offer a cake baked upon 
eleven pans, dedicated to Indra-Agm *] (Taitti. Sam. 2, 2. 1. 2) ; — 
{b) ‘ SauryancharunnirvapU hrahmamr<diamkdmah ’ [‘ Desiring Brahmic 

glory, one should offer cooked rice to Surya ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 3. 2. 3) •, — 
(o) ‘ Vaiahmdsvim sdngrahdyar^lm nirvapet grdmaJcdmah ’ (‘ Desiring a village, 
one shoiild make an offering to Viahvadeva-aangrahaV'i ’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 
3. 9. 2). 

In regard to these and such other ‘ prospective ’ sacrifices, there arises 
the following question — Is such a sacri6.ce fruitful even when its performance 
is defective ? Or is it fruitful only when it is free from defects ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ So also m 
the case of the prospeot/ive acts ; i.e. in their case also (as in the case of 
the Compulsory Acts), even when the performance is defective, the sacrifice 
does bring about its fruit.— Why so ? Because the mam, is desis-ous of 
obtaining the results ^ that is, if even the defective performance of the act 
were fruitful, then any one eager to obtain that fruit would be entitled 
to undertake itJ otherwise the title to undertake the performance, — ^which 
in the words of the text are most general in their application — ^would have 
to be restricted, without any reason, to only such persons as may be ab]<- 
to perform the act in all its details [and this would mean trhe exclusion 
of all thosse who, though eager to obtain the fruit, would be una])le to 
oerform it in all its details]. — ' It would be by reason of iiis incapacity that 
the man would not be entitled to perform the act — ^He might be finable 
to perform the act along* with all its auxiliary details ; but ilie Principal 
Act itself he would be quite capable of performing ; and hence to the 





ADHYiYA VI,- PADA HI, ADHIKASANA (2), 


StJTEA (9). 

[SiddhInta]— In eeality, it cannot be so ; as [the Pbingipal Act 

ALONE BY ITSELE] IS NOT BELATED [TO THE PEUIT] THE 

Vedig text being the only means of knowledge 

IN THIS MATTEB. 


The particle ‘ ’ (‘ in. reality ’ ) implies the rejection of the Purvapakaa. 

It cannot be so ; — ^what has been asserted regarding the act bringing about 
its result, even when its performance is defective, is not possible ; because 
the Principal Act by itself alone is not rdated to the fruU ; that is, as a matter 
of fact, the Fruit has been declared to follow from the Principal Act along 
with all its auxiliaries^ and not from the Principal by itself alone. Hence, 
even though the mere Principal Act might be mentioned, yet an act like 
those under discussion [i.e., those that are performed with a view to certain 
results] could not be done in this manner ; because the Principal Act, by itself, 
has no coimeetion with the Fruit. — ^Further, things like those we are con- 
sidering are such as have only the Vedic Text as the source of knowledge 
regarding them ; and the Vedic text speaks of the fruit as following from 
th^ Principal Ad along with all its auxiliaries^ as we shah explain later 
on (under Su. 11. 1. 1. ei seg.).— -From aU this it follows that acts like those 
we are considering should not be performed in a defective manner. 


SUTRA (10). 


FiIETHEE, THBEE IS NO SIN INVOLVED IN THE OMISSION OF THE ACT. 


Bhasya. 


In the case of the Prospective acts, any omission of the Principal 
Act is not spoken of as involving sin, — as there is in the case of the Darsha- 
Purnamasa ; — and from this also it follows that there should not be a 
defective performance of the act in question. 




AdhikaRaivia ( 3 ): Dijf^rmce ^ the Tnaierial used does not 
make the Sacrifice different. 

SUTRA fli). 

[POrvapak^a] — “ When a different material is used, the act 

SHOULD BE REGARDED AS DIFFERENT, BECAUSE ACTS SUBSIST 
IN THE MATERIAL.” 


It has been declared that the Darsha-Pun^amdsa sacrifice should be 
performed with the Gake, and it is laid down that the cake should be made 
of FnAvcom. 

In regard to this we consider the following question— If the said sacrifice 
were performed with Nwara-cacn (instead of Vnhl), would it be the same 
sacrifice ? Or, would it become a different sacrifice ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows : — “ When a d/ifferent 
material is used, the act should be regard^ as different, — i.e. as another 
sacrifice. — ‘ Why so ? ’ — Became acts subsist m the material ; as a matter 
of fact, a difference in the substratum indicates a distinction — so that the 
act subsisting in the Nivdra is different from that subsisting in the Vrihi ; 
that the substratum is different is clear ; and from the difference of the 
substratum, there follows difference of the form also. — ^Thus we conclude 
that the sacrifice at which a different material i.s used should be regarded 
as a different sacrifice.” 


SUTRA (12). 


[SiDDHANTA] — In reality, it should be regarded as the same ACT, 
—-BECAUSE THERE IS NO DIFFERENCE ; — THERE BEING NO 
DISTINCTION IN THE FORM OB IN THE NAME ; JUST AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE GENUS * CoW ’ ; AND A COMMON 
NAME IS APPLICABLE, AS IN THE CASE OF ANIMALS. 


ADHYAYA Yl, PADA m, ADHIKAEANA (3). 
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the case in question, whether the Darsiks-sacrifice is performed with Vnhi 
or Nimra, the form and name of the sacrifice remain the same], 

“ But there is a dear difference in the substratum.” 

Our answer to this is that we admit that there is difference in the 
substratum ; but that does not make a difference in what Subsists in the 
substratum; because the two things [the substratum and the subsisting 
thing] are different. For instance, even though the garland or the cloth 
may vary, the difference in it does not make the man wearing it different. 

“ Even in this case, the self of the man wearing one garland may be 
regarded as different from his self when wearing the other.” 

That cannot be ; people could say so (with reason) only if they perceived 
some difference (in the man’s self) ; as a matter of fact, however, no such 
difference is perceived. 

Says the Opponent — "This clear difference is certainly there, that while 
one (self) has ceased to exist, the other is actually present.— If you say that 
‘ the former has not ceased to exist — then we deny this, because before 
it is actually perceived, there is no proof for its existence ; hence it must be 
taken as having ceased to exist. — ^Then again, the act (of moving, for instance) 
is never recognised as anything apart from the thing that is moving, — and 
the reason for this lies in the fact that it is never found apart from the thing. 
— ‘ But, in that case, how is there the same notion of ‘ moving ’ (even when 
the things moving are different) ? ’ — Our answer to this is that that is due 
to the fact that the factor of going from one place to another is foimd to 
be common to all; so that when a thing goes to another place and comes 
back, it is said to be ‘ moving and the mover is perceptible, and so also 
is .the other place (to which it has gone); hence it is spoken of as having 
‘ gone ’ and as having ‘ come back ’ • [and it is this factor of going to one 



place from, another that is common tp all cases of moving ; so that, even 
though the individual acts of moving are distinct from one another, yet 
they are spoken of by the common name of ‘ moving ’ on the ground of 
the said common factor— Tanfmrofna].” 

[The answer to this is as follows] It is true that what has ceased to exist 
is different from what has not ceased to exist ; but this other act also, though 
■different, is one that is spoken of by the same term ‘ sacrifice ’ ; and there 
is no variation in the generic entity ‘ sacrifice ’ (which remains constant) ; 
nor can it be denied that this is spoken of by the same name. 

From all this it follows that even if a man were to perform the sacrifice 
with Nivdra com, he would be .doing what has been enjoined ; and aU that 
the performer wishes to do is what has been enjoined, and not anything 
new. . The name also — such as ‘ Darsha ’ or ‘ Purnamdsa ’ — applies to the 
said generic entity ; just as among aiiimals, the generic name applies to 
the whole genus, not to any particular individual only. 

“ What is the use of all this discussion ? ” 

The use will be made dear in course of the consideration of the next 





Adhikarana (4): In the cme of a com,puhory act, a7}d 
in of the non-com.puUory a^t which ims been 
ccrmmmced, if the prescnbed 'maierial id 
spoilt, it should he completed with 
a substituted 7mt&rial. 

SUTRA (13) 

[PObvapak^a Inasmuch as the Veda is the sole 

AUTHORITY IN THESE MATTERS, WHEN THERE IS ABSENCE OF 
WHAT HAS BEEN PRESCRIBED, THEBE SHOULD BE NO 
INTRODUCTION OF ANOTHER THING, BECAUSE 
IT IS NOT SANCTIONED.” 

Bhdsya. 

The Agnihoira and o^her compulsory sacrifices form the subject-matter 
of this AdMkofraitct- 

In connection with these there arises the question — If, in course of the 
performance, the prescribed material should become spoilt, should the 
performance be continued with a substituted material ? Or should it be 
abandoned at the point already reached ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows ; — “ In the absence 
of the prescribed thing, there should he no introduetion of another thing, — and 
the performance should be abandoned at the point already reached. — ‘ Why 
so ? ’ — Because it is not sanctioned ; in fact, if a sacrifice has been laid down 
as bringing about a certain result when performed with Vrihi as the 
material, — then, if it is performed with Nlvdra as the material, it cannot 
bring about the said result. — For this reason, under the circumstances stated 
the sacrifice should be abandoned at the point already reached.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[PUevapak§a (included] — “ Also because, in some cases the 

SUBSTITUTE IS DISTINCTLY PRESCRIBED.” 

Bhdsya, 

In some cases, a substitute is clearly laid down — ‘ If one cannot obtain 
Sorrui, he should extract the - jxuo^ from the PvMlcd \ If it were generally 
permissible to carry on the performance with a substituted material, there 
need not have been a special injunction in connection with a particular 
case. As a matter of fact, howeyen, we db find an injimetion of this kind ; 
hence it follows that in a case whesce there is no such injunction, there 
should be no, substitution. 



'H'fi it 


Sl^TEA (15). 

[SiDDHANTA]— Ih B®AIiITY, THKSB SHOUU) BE MTEODUCTEOH (OF 
AKOTHEB mma) ; because what has BBESr BKJOIHEB 
IS EQUALLY FULFIILBD (iN BOTH CASES). 

Bhd§ya. 

There should be iMroducti(m-~iji the substituted material^- •“ why 
so T ’’—because whcd has been enjoined is equally ftdfill&l in both eases % 
that is, what has been enjoined by the Injunction of the ‘ sacrifice ’ is the 
same in both eases, — ^it makes no difference whether that sacrifice is 
performed with Vnhi or with Nlvara; and it is absolutely essential that 
the sacrifice should be proceeded with, in the case of all compulsory acts, 
—and also in that of those others which have been already commenced. 


St5TRA (16). 

The Is-JUHOTION (of a PABTrOULAB substitute) that we have BSr 
SOME cases is fob pukposbs of bestbiotion. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued above (under Su. 14) that “ in some eases the sub- 
stitute is distinctly prescribed — ^The answer to that is that ihe Injtmdion 
that w have in some cases is for purposes of restriction ; that is, in the 
absence of Soma, several substitutes being possible, the Injimetion restricts 
the choice to one only and lays down that the Puiikd is the only plant 
from which the juice should be extracted. — ^Hence we conclude that the 
performance is to be carried on with a substituted material. 


SUTRA (17). 

The text is cebtainly a bestbictive one only ; because thebe 
IS A desieb to use the thing (on account of its 
SEVHLABIT y TO SoMA). 

Bhd§ya. 

Question — “ How do you know that the text in question serves the 
purposes of restriction ? ” 

Answer' — ^We deduce it from the fact that the PuMM is already recog- 
nised as a likely substitute for Soma. 

“ In what way is it so recognised ? ” 

There is a desire to use ike thing i there is alwajm a desire to use a 
similar substance ; as we are going to explain (under 6. 3. 27) ; and the 
presence of the desire indicates the. Jfirelihood of the Puilkd being used. — 
Prom this it follows that the t^xjb 'in question is purely restrictive in its 
character. ^ f' 

‘ ' ' - - ; V/' !, ; 


Adhikaeaija (5) : Th^re cm, he tio s^tbstiUde for the DeiUi. 
the Fire, or the Mmiirra, or the Acti6n.-~if mvy of 
these happen to heco^ne defectme. 

SUTRA ( 18 ). 

Rob, {a) the Deity, (6) the Fire, (c) the Mantea-text, and {d) the 
Action [there can be no substitute], because it is 

RELATED TO A TOTALLY DIFFERENT BURPOSE. 



(a) De%~such as is spoken of in the text ' Agn&yo'stakapalafy' p The 
cake dedicated to Agni’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 3. 3) andsoforth ;— {6)F#e—such 
as is referred to in the text— ‘ Y adahavamnye juhmpi tma so‘sya ahMatah 
pato bhavati * [‘ When one makes the offering into the Akcimmt^a Fire, his 
desired object becomes fulfilled’] (Taitti. Bra. 1. 1. 106);— (c) Mai^tra- 
Barhirdevasadxxndmvi, etc.' [’I am chopping grass, the seat of the 
deities’] (Taitti. Sam. 2. 6. 1. 1); — (d) 4.cpion , — such as those spoken of in 
texts like ‘ Offers the Samid \ ’ Offers the Tammapat ’. 

In regard to the.se, there arises the question— When there is a flaw 
in (a) the Deity, or (6) in the F-ire, or (c) in the MmOra-texf. or id) in the 
Action , — is a substitute to be adopted or not ? 

The PurvapaJcaa view is that—*’ in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding AdMkarcma. the performance is to be carried on 
with a substitute ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddhmOa i—ln the event of 
there being a flaw in the Deity or the Fire or the Mantra-text or the Action, 
—there can be no .substitute.— “ Why ? Because is related to a totally 
different purpose \ that is, what may be substituted would be different from 
the original Deity, etc. ; and what is different from these cannot serve the 
purpose served by the.se. 

“ What is the purpose served by them ? ” 

(a) As for the Deity, it serves to accomplish the purpose of becoming 
the recipient of the offering ; for instance, it is with reference to AgnS as 
the recipmnt of the offering that the ’Cake baked upon eight pans ’ is offered 
on thr. Full -Moon and MoonIe.ss Days the , Deity that has been laid down 
in connection with other offering-materiaI.s,— that deity with those other 
c^onng-materials would not accomplish the Dmsba-Purmvmdsa sacrifice 
[it would accomplish a totally different saeidfice] ; for, if an offering is made 
to a Deny oth.-r than tlie one prescribed, that other Deity could not 
accomplish the porpr^e served by tlte prescribed Deity; and if the offering 
were made to rhat other Deity, it, wwld not be the Darsha-Pwrnm/Uiaa 
sacrifice.— Hence there can be no substitute for the D(g%, 
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(6) Similarly if there is a defect in the Ahammya Fire, spoken of in the 
text ‘ Taddhamniye jHhoti, «{c.%--no other Fire can he ^ibstituted, — ^nor 
any other Boaterial. — “Why f ” — Becatiae ii is related to a totaVy different 
purpose ; that is, what is substituted cannot s^ve the ptirpose that is served 
by ihe Ahammya Fire,— ‘Why ?” — ^The purpose served by the Ahavcm^a 
Fire is a transcendental one ; hence what is effected by the offering being 
thrown into the Ahavarnya Fire cannot be effected by its being thrown 
into any other Fire, Because the common term ‘ sacrifice ’ is not able to 
include that into which the offering is thrown ; nor does the position of 
what is offered accord any visible help to the sacrifice in any way. — ^Hence 
there can be no substitute for the Fire. 

(c) Similarly in the ease of there being a flaw in the Manh-a, another 

Mantra cannot be substituted. The purpose served by the Mantra is that 
it reminds one of the act or of the means of its accomplishment; in the 
absence of such a reminding, there could be no performance of the act. 
Under the circumstances, if, on account of a deficiency in the Manira, 
the performer utters other words to make good the deficiency, — then, having 
previously uttered the words of the original Mantra in its well-known 
meaning, he could not deduce the same meaning from the other words that 
he brings in as the substitute. If it be held that, ‘ though he has already 
understood the meaning of the origmal Mantra (and has thereby become 
rfflooinded of the Act and its means), he would understand it again by uttering 
the substituted words — ^i.e. derive the same knowledge out jof these latter 
words’, — ^then, in that case, it would be entirely futile to wait and seek 
for the utterance of the substituted words ; because there is no authority 
for the idea that the knowledge in question should be derived from words ; 
what authority there is is to the effect that the necessary ‘ knowledge ’ 
(reminder) should be derived from the special words ‘ Barhirdevasadarumdami, 
etc.' ; and under the circumstances, it would be entirely futile to seek for 
(and substitute) other words. — ^Hence there can be no substitute for the 
Mmtra-text. - . 

(d) Lastly, where there is a flaw in the Act, any other act cannot be 
substituted for it ; — because it is rek^ed to another purpose ; that is to say, 
the Darsha-Paxurnamdsa sacrifices have got to include the Scmit-sacnfice ; 
if . then some other sacrifice were performed in place of the Samit-sacrijice^ 
the Darsha-Purrutmdsa would not include that sacrifice. — Hence there 
can be no substitute for the Actien. 

SUTRA (19). 

PcrU'mEB,, AS BEGAEDS THE DBirY, IT IS ONE EOB WHOSE SAKE 
SOMETHING HAS BEEN ENJOINED. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the Deity there is yet another reason why there can be 
no substitute. The Deity is that entity for whose sake something has 
been enjoined. If, then, another deity were substituted in place of lihe 






Adhikarana (6) : A forbidden snbMance sh&uM not be 
%sed as a arthsUinte, 

StJTRA (20). 


That also which has bekn foebbddbh (shoxjli) hot be substituted) 

BECAUSE THE DECLABATION OE THE PROHIBITION IS WITHOUT 
ANY QUAIAETCATION. 


Bkd^a. 


There axe certain thin.^ the use of which at sacrifices has been for- 
bidden ; such, for instance, as — ‘ Varaha and Kodrava and Mdaa are not fit 
for being used at sacrifices’. 

The question that arises is that in the event of the prescribed substance 
having become spoilt, should such a forbidden thing be used as a substitute 
or not ? 

The Purmpahaa view is that “it may be substituted, in accordance 
with what has been said under Su. 6. 3. 15, to the effect that ‘ there should 
he introduction of another thing, because what has been enjoined is equally 
fulfilled m both cases (Su. 16).” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddkdnia i—^Thai also which 
has been forbidden should not he substituted, — ^because it has been declared 
without any qualification or reservation that Mdsa, Varaka, and Kodram 
are not fit for being used at sacrifices; so that the very coimection 
of these with any sacrifice has been forbidden, — ^the sense of the prohibi- 
tion being that these grains should never be adnxitted as accessories to a 
sacrifice. If they were substituted, they would certainly become admitted 
as accessories to a sacrifice. Hence we conclude tliat they shotdd not be 
substituted. 



ADHiKABAiyA (7) : There can he no substUnte for the ‘ Master 
of the Sacrifice \ 

StJTRA (21). 

SnULABLY, I'OB THE ' MaSTEE OE THE SaOBUTOE ’ [THBEE .OAH BE NO 
SIJBSTiTTJTE] ; BECAUSE THE BBSULT ACCBUES TO HIM, AND 
THE BESULT EOIEOWS EBOM THE ACTION. 






The Agmhotra and such other acte form the subject-matter of this 
Adhikaranu. 

In regard to this there arises the question — there be a flaw 
in the ‘ Master of the Sacrifice % should another ‘ Master ’ be substituted 
or not ? 

The Purvapaksa view • is that — “ another should be substitute^ 
why ? — ^because there should be -introduction of another thing because what 
has been enjoined is equally fulfilled in both cases (Su. 16) 

In answer to this we have the following SiddMtvta ; — Similarly for the 
Master of the Sacrifice, — what ? — there .can he no sabstitiUe ’, — ^why t''— because 
the result accrues to him ; as a naatter of fact, that person is to be regarded 
as the ‘Master of the Sacri^ce’, (a) who desires to obtain the result ex- 
pected from the performance of the sacrifice, — (6) who, by means of gifts, 
secures the services of thq Priests, — and (c) who makes an offering of what 
belongs to him. If such a person cotdd be substituted, he would have to 
do all that has to be done by the ‘ Master if he did al that, then he 
would himself become the ‘Master’, and not a ‘substitute?} because it 
would be he who would obtain the result; because that man secures the 
result who does the ‘ giving away* or ‘ offering ’ ; as has been explained 
under Su. 3. 7. 18, where it has been declared that ‘ the fruit of the enjoined 
act accrues to the performer ’.-r— From all this it follows that there can be 
no substitute for the ‘ Master of the Sacrifice ’. 


A-nMTKAB AJSTA (8): ' Satra-nydya - : At the 8aPm, if there 
is some fUtw in one of. the ‘ Masters ^ there may he 
a mbstitute for him, 

SOTRA (22). 

In a OASS WHItRIi MANY PBBSONS AJUB BNGAGBD, ANOYBE& PBBSON MAY 
BE BEOtTGHT IN, — AS THAT WOULD SAVE THE ACT EBOM 
BECOMING DBEECnvE. 

Bhd^. 

ScUrae are the subject-matter of this Adhikara^; these have beeu 
laid down in such texts as — ‘ Saptadashdvardh satramanran', [‘At least 
seventeen men should take up the Saira ’]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — there should appear 
some disqualification in any one of the seventeen men engaged as ‘ Masters ’ 
(‘ sacrificers ’), should another man be brought in as a substitute or not ? 

The Purvapakm view is that — “ there should be no substitute for the 
Master (as settled in the foregoing AdJvUcmw^) 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhamia : — ^In a case where 
a sacrifice has been undertaken by several ‘ sacrificers ’ (masters), — ^if som<» 
one becomes disqualified, another man should be brought in j-r-in this way, 
there would be no deficiency in the sacrifice ; that is to say, tih& presence 
of seventeen sacrificers (Masters) is a necessary factor in Satras; hence in 
the absence of this number, the performance would be defective ; conse- 
quently for the purpose of making up the requisite number of men, 
another man has to be brought in. 

Objection — The number ‘ seventeen ’ has been laid down in connection 
with ‘ sacrificers ’ (Masters of the sacrifice) ; and the new man brought in 
would not be a ‘Master ’ ; consequently the prescribed number could not 
be regarded as made up (with the addition of the new man).” 

Answer — ^It is true that the number made up would not pertain to the 
‘ Masters ’ ; in fact, that number it is impossible to make up in the case 
in question ; what can be done, however, is that the duties of the ‘ Master ’ 
^otdd be performed by ‘ at least seventeen men ’ ; arid thiia becomes 
possible by the addition of the pew man. [See next AdMkara^.] 

Thus we conclude that in the case of Satras, it is necessary to bring in 
a substitute for the ‘ Master 



Adhikarana (9) : At the ^ 8atra\ the man substituted is 
not a ‘ Master of the Sacrifice \ 

SUTRA (23). 

[PCbvapaksa] — “ He must be BsaAEBED AS A ‘ Master because 

HE IS ENDOWED WITH THAT CHARACTER.” 


In regard to the new man brought in at. the Saira (as a substitute for 
one of the seventeen ‘masters’), there arises the question — Is this sub- 
stitute to be regarded as a ‘ master or as a mere officiator ? 

The Purvapak^a view is as follows: — “He muM he regarded as a 
‘ Master ’ ; — ^why ? — became he is endmved with that character ; i.e. he is 
eqmpped with the character of ‘ Master ’ ; as a matter of fact, the man 
who is brought in is made a ‘ Master ’ ; becaxise on one of the ‘ Masters ’ 
having become disqualified, the other man that is brought in can be a 
‘ substitute ’ only if he also is made a ‘ Master — ^For this reason the man 
should be regarded as a ‘ Master 


SUTRA (24). 


[Sxddhanta] — In beality, he should be regarded as an 

‘ OSTIOIATOB BECAUSE HE IS SUPPORTED. 


In reality, the man should be regarded as an ‘ officiator ’ ; — ^why ?-— 
bemV/Se he is supported ; as a matter of fact, he is supported (remunerated) 
by the remaining (sixteen) ‘ masters ’ ; one who is remunerated, — ^whose 
services are paid for, — cannot be a ‘ master ’ ; the man who obtains the 
reward of a sacrifice is the ‘ master ’ of that sacrifice ; one who only works 
for the benefit of another person is only an ‘ officiator and he does not 
obtain the reward of the sacrifice. — “ Why so ? ” — ^It is only one who 
perfonns the sacrifice from beginning to end who obtains its reward ; such 
is the signification of the verb (‘ saxM’ifice ’), which denotes the act of 
sacrificing from begianing to end. 

Objection—^* "But (if the new seventeenth man is not a ‘ master ’) then 
the subsequent performance of the Scdra by the remaiomg (sixteen) persons 
would be defective, as there would not be ‘ seventeen masters ’ (which is 
an essential condition in a Satra) ; and doing something defective, these 
men also would not be ‘ Masters ’ (in the correct sense) ; and if they are 
not ‘ Masters ’, they also cannot obtain the reward.” 

Ansim - — ^What is laid down in the texts is not that * there should be 
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(of mea) m not a factor in the securing of the reward ; it is a factor in the 
carrying on of the duties ; the sense of the text being that ‘ the duties of 
the Sacrificer (Master) should be performed by at least seventeen men ’ ; 
and these duties are actually performed by the substitute (though he does 
not become a ‘master’ and a partaker in the reward); though he cannot 
partake in the reward, they bring him in for the purpose of fulfilling the 
conditions of the pledge (that there shaU be seventeen men performing the 
duties of the ‘maater’); and the man brought in has no concern with the 
reward. 

SOTRA (25). 

AliSO BBOAUSE WE BIND A TEXT SBBAXING OF TEDB BEWABD AS ACCRUING 
TO THAT MAN (WHO HAS BECOME DISQUAIJEIBI)), * 



There is a text which speaks of the reward accruing to the man (who 
formed one of the seventeen persons who commenced the performance of 
the Satra) who has succumbed to fate — ‘ If any one of those initiated for 
a saoiifioe should happen to die, he also partakes of the reward of that 
sacrifice ’ ; (which shows that the man in whose place the new man has been 
brought in, stUl continue to be the ‘ master so far as the nhfl.Ting in 
reward is concerned ; though he cannot perform the duties of a ‘ Master ’]. 

From all this it follows that the substitute is only an ‘ officiator 




Adhikabana ( 10 ) : At the Satra, the substitute of a ‘ Master 
should have the ‘ embdlishments ’ prescribed for 
the ^ Master \ 


SUTRA ( 26 ). 


He should have the ‘ embellishments ’ or the ‘ Mastek as he 

HAS TO BEBFOBM HIS DUTIES. 


It has been settled that, from among the several ‘ performers ’ of the 
Saira, if one should become disqualified, another man should be substituted 
for him.'— The question that arises now is — Is this substitute to have the 
‘embellishments’ of the ‘Master’, or those of the ‘Officiating Priest’ ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that— “ he should have the embellishments 
of the ‘ Officiating Priest ’ ; — ^why ? — because he performs the sacrifice on 
behalf of another person ; and one whc\ sacrifices for another person is an 
* Officiating Priest’ (not of the Master),” 

In answer to this, we have the following Hiddhdnta : — He should have the 
embeUishments of the ‘ master ’ ; because he has been declared to be one 
who is to perform the duties of the ‘ Master ’ ; and when a man takes up the 
duties of another man, he becomes connected with the embellishments of 
the latter ; just as the Svadhdfd becomes connected with the embellishments 
of the Sruk (when it is made to perform the functions of the latter). 


Adhikaeana ( 11 ) : Whm the prescribed Material has he&a 
spoilt, it is only a material similar to it that can 
be svhstituted in its place. 

SUTRA (27). 

A SIMHiAB MATERIAL (SHOULD BE SUBSTITUTED) ; AS Tma j lftTB IS ALWAYS 
A DESIRE TO USE A SIMILAR THINQ. 

Bhasya. 


It has been, settled that when the prescribed material has been ^oilt, 
the performance should be carried on with a substituted znateriaL — Now 
there arises the quastion— Should the performance be proceeded with with 
any material that may be obtained ? Or only with such material as may 
be similar. to the original one ? 

The Purvapah^a view is that — “ any material may be taken up 

Agpainst this we have the foUowing SidMamiai- — A ^mOar material ', — 
where a new material is taken up, it should be one that is similar to 
the original one. — “Why so All words are denotative of genus; and as 
such though the ‘ genus ’ is what is takeor to be spoken of in the Vedic teads, 
yet the genus cannot have any direct bearing upon any action. Con- 
sequently when a material comes up as a rnpans of accomplishing an act, 
and hence as an auxiliarjj to it, — the genus to which the material belongs, 
and which thus qualifies and difierentiates that mateorial, becomes an 
auxiliary to that act ; because all the particular features of an individual 
are qualified and differentiated by its Germs i — and it is the particular 
feature that is auxiliary to acts. So long as the genus has not been 
recognised, the material to be taken up must be one which is found capable 
of fulfilling the needs of the situation ; — and when such a material has 
been taken up, some of the particular features (of the original material) 
would become included therein ; and the advantage in this is that the 
material that is taken up is very much similar to the original one. — ^!Prom 
this it follows that when the Vi^-grams have been spoilt, Nlvara grains 
(which are most similar to Vnhi) should be substituted- 

' i-' . ' : 


■ -r' 



Adhikarana (12) : When the prescribed^ Material has been 
spoilt, it should not be substituted by a material 
that has been prescribed as an option to it. 

S^TE-A (28). 

In the case of optional alternatives, if the material with which 

THE SACRIFICE TTAR BEEN BECUN [HAPPEN TO EE SPOILT, THE 
MATERIAL TO BE STTBSTITUTED IN ITS PLACE SHOULD BE 
ONE SIMILAR TO IT], BECAUSE THAT IS WHAT HAS 
BEEN DESIGNATED. 

Bhasya. 

At the Jyotistorna there is the Agmsomlya animal, laid down in the 
text — ‘ Yo dlhaito yadagn^ormyam pa^humdlahhcM, etc.' [‘ If the man on 
being initiated, sacrifices the animal dedicated to Agni-aoma', etc.] (Taitti. 
Sam. 6. L 11. 6). In connection with this animal, we have the injunc- 
tions — ‘He ties the animal to the post of Khadira-tmod ' , ‘He ties the 
animal to the post of Paldsha-ioood', ‘He ties the animal to the post of 
Bohitaka-wood ' . — ^It may be that the performance having commenced- 
with the post of Khadira-wood, that post becomes lost (or spoilt) ; in regard 
to such a contingency, there arises the question — ^Which other wood should 
be substituted ? Should it be some wood similar to the. Khadiral Or 
should it be one of the optional alternatives prescribed ? 

The Purvo/palcaa view is that — “ the other optional material should be 
substituted ; — ^why so ? — ^becaxise the optional alternative is directly asserted 
in the Veda, while any wood ‘ similar to the Kkadira-wood ' has not been 
directly mentioned in the Veda; hence, it is the optional alternative that 
should be substituted 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdntaz — In the case of 
optional altemativea, if the material with which the samfice has been 
begun happen to be spoilt, the material to be taken up in its place should 
be one that is ainmiar to the original material. Because when the per- 
formance has been commenced with one material, that material becomes 
designated as an auxiliary to it ; while the other optional alternative is not 
so designated. So that when the performance has been commenced with 
the Khadi^a-wood, the two other kinds of wood, — ^the Palasha and the 
BolnMaka, are not auxiliaries to it ; because so long as the Khadira-wood 
is there, these two cannot be used at the time ; and what cannot be done 
is as good as not laid down in the Veda. Consequently at a performance 
where the Khadira-wood has been adopted, the other two woods should not 
be brought in at all, for the simple reason that they are not auxiliaries to 
the performance ; and if the KhoMra-wood that had been adopted becomes 
. lost or spoilt, a wood similar it should be sought out [and the per- 
formance proceeded with with th# wood]. 
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Smm (29). 

[Ol^edi(m}~-'‘ That wouub be soMirraiNGt not sastctioneb by the 
Veda ” — w this is tieged [then onr answer would be as 
in the following ;S€ira]. 


Bhasya. 


Saya the Opponent — “If yonr view is that a wood similar to the. 
Khadira should be brought in, — ^then the bringing in of such a thing would 
be an act that is not mnaioned by the Veda. Hence, by reason of its 
being sanctioned by the Veda, the optional alternative should be brought 


SUTRA (30). 


{Ari'Swer] — ^Not so ; because That is not an AxrxniiABy at all. 


Bhdsya. 


Adhikabai^a (13) : The PuMM is a stibsUtmte for Sorm, 
SUTRA (31). 

It should be beilieded as a “substitute’ : evemt thouoh, in the 

ABSENCE OF SOMA, THERE MAY BE OTHER THINGS MORE SIMILAR 
(than PuTiKi) TO THE SoMA, — ^AND ON THAT ACCOUNT, THE 
SUBSTITUTION OF THE PuTtKA MIGHT BE UNREASONABLE. 

—YET IT IS THE PUTIKA THAT SHOULD BE SUB- 
STITUTED, ON THE STRENGTH OF THE DECLARA- 
TION ; ANYTHING ELSE COULD BE SUB- 
STITUTED ONLY IF THERE WERE NO 
SUCH DECLARATION. 

Bkd^i/Cl. 

TTher© is tho declaration. — ‘ If bno oAuiiot obfcHin Sotmt, obb should 
extract the juice of the Putika \ 

In. regard to thia, there arises the question— Is this to be ta.kei\ «s an 
injunction of the Pvllkd as to be used under the contingency of the absence 
of Soma ? Or as restricting the choice of a substitute (for Soyna) ? 

The Purvapakaa view is as follows “ It should be taken as the injunction 

of the Pvtxka as to be used under the contingency of the absence of Soma. 

Why ? Because there is actual injunction ; and as for the substitute, it is 
never enjoined ; it comes to be adopted as a matter of course,, for the 
purpose of accomplishing what has to be accomplished (when the original 
enjoined substance has become useless) the Ptaikd, on the other hand, 
we find to be actually enjoined and such an Injunction would be useful 
only if it were taken as laying- down an optional alternative.— Prom all tins 
it follows that the Pubika should not be regarded as a aubstittOe pt should 
be regarded as an optional aUemati/ue J.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnia It should be 
regaled as a subatime.~W hy J-W hen the means of accomplishing a 
^crihce is lost (or destroyed), another means (in the shape of the Puiikd) 
IS takm up for its accomplishment,— on account of the absence of the 
prescribed (Soma).—“ But it would bo unreasonable to select the Putika 
becau^ there are other things similar to SomaP—O^xr answer to this is 
that this selection is done on the basis of the express declaration ; that is 
to say. the Soma not being avaUable, there are several things, more or le^ 
similar to Soma, which present themselves as likely to be taken up ; and 
from among these things, the declaration in question serves to restrict the 
choice to the PvMa,- -this special declaration being necessary because the 
re^mblrfhce of the PvM to the Soma is sKghter (than that of many other 
gs). Why so ? Well, the sacrifice that has been commenced has got ti> 
be performed ; ^jnder die circumstances, some substance or the other would 
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—now, wlmt is already ^recognised as to be done or used does not need to 
be enjoined ; there can be only a reference to (or reiteration of) what is already 
known.— “ But why should there be tins «ii(«roH5tow ? ’’—The answer to that 
is that what is only slightly shnilar to Soma may not be generally recognised 
as to be used, hence for the purpose of laying down that thing, a reiteration 
becomes necessary. 

The purpose served by this AdhihararM is that, if the PutlM is a sub- 
stUute, then on the loss of the PtaiM, tKe substance to be used should have 
to be similar to the Soma (not to the Putika); whereas if the Putilcd is 
enjoined as another substance (as an optional alternative to Sotm), then 
on the Ic^ of the Putikd, the other substance to be used should have to 
be similar to the PtitiM (not to the Sorm). [Vide Adhiharai^ 16, below.] 






ADHiKAEAisrA ( 14 ): When the svbstitided material becomes 
spoilt, the fresh material to he used should he one 
that is similar to the original material. 

SUTRA (32). 

Thebe can be ko ‘ suBSTinjTB ’ to a ■'substitute’, because both 

STAND ON THE SAME FOOTING. 

Bhdsya. 

The question to be considered now is as follows : — ^In a case where 
the prescribed material has been secured, — and on its being spoilt, a 
substitute has been brought in and the performance proceeded with, — ^then, if 
this substituted material has also become spoilt, — ^what sort of fresh material 
should be brought in ? Should it be one similar to the substituted 
material ? Or one similar to the originally prescribed material which had 
been spoilt ? 

On this qiiestion, ths PUrvapakaa view is that “when the substituted 
material is spoilt, the new material brought in should be similar to this 
substituted material, — in accordance with the principle arrived at in a 
previotis Adhikamvia (twelfth) 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — There can he 
no * avbatit^de ’ to a ‘ substitvie — why ? — because both stand, on the same footimg ; 
that is to say, just as the first substitute was brought in for the pxxrpose 
of being used Uke the original prescribed material — and not for being used 
as a substitute, — so the second substitute also is to be brought in for being 
used like that same original prescribed material, and not for being used 
as a substitute. — ^From chis it follows that the fresh (third) material brought 
in should not be one similar to the substituted (second) material ; — ^in fact, 
one similar to the original (first) material should be sought out. 





I 

Adhikarana (15) : Wven in a case where the substitute 



itself is a prescribed onej—df it becomes spoilt, the 
new material brought in should be similar 
to the original material, not to the 
substitute. 


StJTRA (33). 


[POrvapak^a] — “ Ik a case where the sitbstitute is oke that has 

TTSBIiE BEBK PRESCRIBED IN THE VbDA ; (iN THE EVENT OP ITS 
BEINC SPOILT) THE NEW MATERIAL SHOULD BE ONE SIMILAR 
TO THAT SUBSTITCTE ITSELF ; BECAUSE IN THIS CASE 
THE SUBSTCTUTB IS ONE THAT LS IMMUTABLE.” 


The question (arising out of the foregoing Adhiharcma) to be considered 
now is — ^How should it be in a case where the substitute is one that has 
itself been prescribed in the Veda ? For instance, it has been laid down 
that ‘ if one cannot obtain Soma, he should extract the juice of the PvMkd ’ ; 
now when the PuUkd also is spoilt, should the new material to be brought 
in be similar to the Put%kd or to the Soma ? — [In the foregoing Adhihara/na, 
it has been decided that it should be similar to the original material : and 
according to that, the new material should be similar to the Soma. But 
the cases dealt with in the preceding AdMkarcma would appear to be those 
in which the substituted material had been brought in by virtue of its 
similarity to the original material, and not by virtue of any injunction 
regarding itself. In the case now put forward, the substituted material, 
PvMkd has been brought in, not because it is similar to Soma, because, 
as already pointed out before, there are other things that are more similar 
to Soma, — ^but because it has itself been laid down as to be used as a 
substitute.] 

On this question, the Purvapakfia view is as follows : — “ In a case 
where the substitute is one that has itself been laid down in the Veda, the new 
material should he one similar to that mibstMuie itself . Because parts of the 
PuMkd have been laid down as to be used in the absence of Soma -, — ^and in 
the case in question, there is absence qf -Soma ;—~it follows therefore that 
parts of the PuMkd should be used [and parts of the PvMkd can be present 
only in such substances as arc similar te the PuMkd.} ” 







1066 


SUTRA (34). 

[SlDBHiNTAj- — ^T hAT CANNOT BE ; BBOAUSE THE BESIRB IS 

BOB SEctnaiNG ‘ Soma 


Bhdsya. 


It cannot be as suggested by the Purvapaksa ; because the desire that 
the performer has is, not for the securing parts of Putikd ; what is 
emphasised (by the text laying down the Pittlhd as substitute for Soma) 
is its similarity to Soma ; it is thus that the injunction of the PitiiJcd serves 
a visible purpose (of securing something like the desired Soma) ; if the 
injunction were of something dissimilar to the Soma, then it would be 
necessary to assume some unseen (transcendental) result as following from 
the use of that substance.— Hence it follows that the noaterial to be brought 
in should be one in which the similarity to the desired Soma is present, 
— even though it be not similar to the Ptdllcd ; and stress need not be laid 
upon similarity to the Putlkd itself. 




’ ; ■ -•:> i..- I '■ -A n ; 1; , t ^ : 


Adutkabatsta (16) : The prescribed material brought in 
having been spoilt^ if another s^ipply of the same 
is available, then the performance should be 
proceeded tvith with this fresh supply, 

SUTRA (35). 

If the PanrorPAL Matbbial is obtainable, then the Pbincipal 

ITSELF SHOULD BE BROUGHT IN ; AS IT IS ONLY IN THE ABSENCE 

OF THE Principal that a substitute is brought in. 

Ehdsya. 

In a case where the prescribed material has been spoilt, — and the 
man going out to seek for a substitute, comes by the prescribed material 
itself, — should he bring in a substitute ? Or should he make use of the 
second supply of the principal prescribed material itself ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is that— “ a substitute should 
be brought in j as he had made up his mind to use the substitute, he would 
be true to his determination only if ho brought in the substitute ; — hence 
a substitute should be brought in”. 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddMnta : — ^When the Principal 
is available, that itself should be brought in. Because it is only when the 
prescribed material is not' there that the substitute is brought in as a make- 
siiift ; and furtiier, if the prescribed material is used, then all its parts are 
what are required ; whereas if the substitute is used, the proper parts are 
only a few (I.e. only those that constitute the points of similarity to the 
Prinxjipal Material), 

Ah regards the argument that, “this would involve the impropriety of 
abandoning the determination (of using the substitute) we ask — Is 
there impropriety in adopting what has been enjoined, or in what is open to 
censure by cultured people ? — [And in the case in question, the oultuj'ed 
people would certainly censure that course Of action in which the sub- 
stitute would be used even when the Principal preseribed material was 
available.) 



AdhiK-AEANa (17) : When the performance has been cow^ 
menced with a mjd)8tituted material, it should be 
completed with that material, — even if the 
Principal Material becomes availcdde wi 
the interval. 

StJTRA (36). 

[PUBVAPAK^Aj — “ Even when the pbbfobmanob has albbady com- 
menced (WITH THE STTBSTITTJTBD MATERIAL) [THE PRINCIPAL 

Material should be brought in as soon as 
IT is available].” 

Bhd^pa. 

At the Agnihotra azid other sacrihoeB, the presoribed rnateria-l fmving 
been spoilt, the substitute has been brought in, and a few rites performed 
with it, — if, after thif^, a fresh supply of the prescribed material is obtained, 
— should this latter be taken up for use during the rest of the performance f 
Or should the perforraanoe continue and be completed with the substituted 
material ? 

The Purvapak§a view is as follows : — “ Even after the performance has 
commenced (with the substituted naaterial), the prescribed material (when 
obtained) should be brought in ; as it has been already pointed out that it is 
nrtiy in the absence of the Principal that a suhatitvte is brought in (Su. 35). 
Consequently, the substitute should not be used (when the Principal has 
been Secured)#” 

SUTRA (37). 

[SlDDHANTA] — NOT SO ; AS IT WOULD BE USELESS. 

Bhd§ya, 

Not so ; when the KhadWa-UJoad (prescribed for the making of the Post) not 
being available, the animal has been tied to the post made of Kadanra-wood, 
— ^if the Khadira becomes available, what would the man do with it, when the 
tying has already been done ? It i« only for some purpose that the Khadira 
should be brought in, not merely for the sake of bringing in the Khadira.'— 
Hence we conclude that under the.oircumstanoes in question, the prescribed 
material should not be brought in- , . 


Adhikabaija (IS) : Mvm though the substitute he fitter 
than the Pf escribed Material for ‘ ernhellishment 
it IS the latter that should he adopted. 

StiTRA (38). 

When thebe is coNsxiot between the Stjbstanoh and EMBEiiiisH- 

MENTS, GBEATEB BEGABD SHOUU) BE PAID TO THE SUBSTANCE *, 

AS THE Embbujshments a:^ eob the sake op the 
Substance. 

Bhd^a. 

When the Animal-sacrifice has commenced, it is found that the piece 
of Khadira-wood (the primary, prescribed substance) available is not -fit 
for being chiselled and undergoing other embellishments, while there is a 
piece of Kadara (which is generaDy substituted for Khadira) which is larger 
and very much fitter for undergoing the embellishments ; — ^there then 
arises the question — ^Whioh of the two should be taken up for use ? 

The Purva/padem view is that, “ the piece of Kadcvra should be taken up, 
as otherwise, the Embellishments would have to be given up 

In answer to this, we have thei following 8iddhanta: — When there is 
conflict hettoeen the Substcmce and Embellishments, greater regard should he 
paid to the substance, — not to the embellishments.— Why ?— Because the 
embeUishmmts are for the sake of the substance ; that is, all that the embellish- 
ments do is to make the^bstance fit for use. If the embellishments are 
dropped, the substance remains and can be used ; but when the substance 
is not there, then there can be no embellishments ; so that in this case 
there would be neither the substance nor the embellishments. In fact, the 
substance is the door through which the emhe lli shm ents go in (to help m 
the final result), — such being the idea countenanced by the scriptures ; hence 
when the substance is not there, their door having been destroyed, the 
embellishments could not go in to help the Final Transcendental Result. 
Hence it follows that under the circumstances stated, the piece of Khadira- 
wood should be taken up for use. 


Abhikabana ( 19 ) ; If the Primary Svjbstance available is 
Thot fit for me, then, the substitute should be taken 
up, even in the presence of the Primary. 

SUTRA (39). 

When THERE is oonelict between - Use’ and ‘Substance’, createb 

BBGABD SHODLD BE PAID TO ‘ UsE ’ ; AS IN THE ABSENCE OF 
THE SUBSTANCE, THE SUBSTITUTE HAS TO BE BROUGHT IN *, 

AND BECAUSE SUBSTANCES ABE FOB THE 

PURPOSES OF ‘Use’. 

Bhdsya. 

At the time that the Sacrificial Post is going to be made, it is found 
that the piece of KJwdira-wood that is there is not fit (strong enough) for 
incapacitating the animal (to be tied to it), while there is a piece of 
Kadara~wood which is quite fit for the purpose ; — ^the question then arises — 
Which of the two should be taken up for use ? — ^the Khadira or the 
Kadam ? 

The Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The Khadira should be taken up 
for use ; because that is what has been prescribed ; hence by taking it up, 
one does what is enjoined by the scriptures ; — ^if, on the other hand, he 
brought in the substitute, he would do what is not enjoined ; — hence in the 
case in question, the substitute should not be used.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — Where there is 
conflict between ‘ use ’ aud ‘ substance \ greater regard should he paid to ‘ use ’ ; 
— ^the substance is brought in only for the sake of its '* use ’ ; for instance, 
the wood is brought in only for the purpose of making the Post by being 
tied to which the animal would become incapacitated ; — and it is not 
brought in simply for the sake of being brought in. In fact, by bringing 
in the Kadara, one would be going against the injunction of the mate- 
rial (for making the Post), but he would accomplish the use (purpose) 
all right ; while by bringing in the (useless) Khadira, he would be going 
against both (the substance being, by itself, worthless ; and the purpose 
not being served at all). — ^Hence in the case in question, the Kadara should 
be brought in. 

It has been declared that in the absence of the substance, the substitute 
is to be brought in ; and substances are meant only for the sake of the use 
to which they can be put. [Renee when a substance is unfit for use, it is 
as good as non-existent.] 




ADHiKAEAJfA (20) : If the Primary suhstame is jmt suffi- 
cient for the main purpose only, not for all the 
purposes, — still that is what should he 
taken, up. 

SUTBA (40). 

[POiivapak§a] — “ The substitute should be beoughI' in also after 

A PART OF THE WOEK HAS BEEN ACCOMPLISHED,” 

BMsya. 

At a performance, the FnA.i-corn (which is the prescribed Primary 
substance) is just enough for the single libation of the Dvymadana ; while 
there is also the Nivara-corn, which is enough for that offering as also for 
all the other purposes ; — the question that arises is — ^Which of the two sub- 
stances should be taken up for use ? 

The PurvapaJcsa view is as follows Also when a part of the work , — 
in the shape of the one offering of the Dvyavaddna — has been done (with 
the Primary substance) — the substitute should be brought in. — Why ? — 
Because in this way alone w'ould the remaining purposes be accomplished.” 

SUTRA (41). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, only a part should be performed [that 

ALONE which CAN BE DONE WITH THE PRIMARY SUBSTAISCE] ; 
because that much alone of the WORK IS CAPABLE OF 
BEING ACCOMPLISHED WITH IT; AND THE REST OF THE 
‘ USES ’ ABE ALL EQUAL, IN THAT THEY A.RE ALL 
AUXILIARY TO THE MAIN USB, — SUBSERVING 
AS THEY DO ONLY THE PURPOSES 
OF THE SUBSTANCE. 

The phrase ‘ api vd' (‘in reality ’) serves to set aside the Purvapakm. 

With the small quantity of Vr^i-com. that is there, the main part of 
the work — ^that is, the offering of the DvyavaMna — should be accomplished. 
— ^Why ? — Because that much alone of the work is capable of being accom- 
plished with it ; in all cases, that much of the work alone is done with a 
thin g which can be done with it ; if the rest of the work — the other purposes 
— cannot be accomplished with that ^substance, — those l)eing only such 
factors as are subordinate tq the pilose,— it would not be right to 

reject the main thing for eonsidearatipna, pi the subordinate faetdts ; — 
because areal auxiliary is thtiwIuqh^h^jpS 4h,e Primary, not that which mars 
it ; — =in the case in questiort; if^he rest pi the purposes were accomplished 



ABHYAYA VI- 

PADA IV, 


Ai>HIKABA 3 ?a (1): When the portion, of the cake diced 
for making the offenng becomes spoilt, amther 
^ake has to he bro^kt in. 

SCTEA (1). 

[PCfBVAPAK§A3 — “When the ‘Two Pieces' become spoilt, Auo'rHEB 

SLICE SHOULD BE OHT OUT OE THE BEMAENDEE OF THE CaKE 
BECAUSE IT IS MEANT FOE THAT PUEPOSE.” 

SM^a. 

In connection with the Daraha-Pmamasa, we read-‘ 
mleapS.lo ^ rmvmf3^3m poMrvm^ hhavaU' 

MoTand the Moonless Days, one shonld not omit the offenng of the C^e 
baked ^on eight pans, to Agm (Taitti. Sam. 2 6. 3 3.)--Ont of this 
Cake ‘ Two Pieces ’ (constituting the offering to Agm) havmg been cut 
out, become spoilt ; the question that arises is^ho^d the ‘Two Pieces - 
offering be again cut out of the remainmg portion of the ^ako-^ not ? 

On this question, the Purva^akfa view is as follows;— Whan tte 
‘ Two Pieces ’ bec(me ajmU, amjiher aUce ahovJd be cut out of the remumd^ 
of the Cajfce.— Why so Became U w maaut for that purpose ; that is, the 
material (Cake) has been got ready for being offered to Agfm^hence the 
offering to Agni has got to be accomplished ;-when the ^wo ^lece^ 
have been destroyed, the sacriace still remains to be aeoomphshed ; 
and it is the sacriffce that the man needs to perform j-this sacr^ce as 
prescribed can be accomplished only by means of the offenng to Agm ,• 
such being the case, why should the offering not be made ? Consequently 
it is necessary that another ‘Two Pieces’ should be sliced out of the 

remainder of the Cake.” 

StlTKA (2). 

[SiDDHiOTA]— Asoram Cakb shootb bs bbodoht in, bboatob of 
THE DEFINITE DBOLAEATION, 

Bhd?ya. 

la loot, another coke should W brought in. and the other ‘ Two Pieces ’ 
should no* be out out ot the fomwr <«kc.-Why !-BeoK«e 0 / ds^ds 
dscIoroMon. There is the deflnite - declaration-' A shoe etonld cut out 
fM centre and from the; ' ^-the 'Two Pieces are con- 
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nected. with the ‘ offerh^g into Fire ’ — os laid down in the text— ‘ One should 
offer the Two -pieces into the fire ’ ; — and it has been further specified as to 
be cut out of the centre and the jl^rsi h(df i~now that portion of the cake 
which had been exit out of the centre and the first half, and which, on that 
aceoxxnt, was connected with the offering in question, — ^having been spoilt, — 
if the offering were made out of the remainder of the same cake, then it 
would have been made of a substance not cut out of the ‘ Centre ’ and the 
‘ first half ’.—“ The second offering could be sliced out of the emfre and the 
first half oi what remains of the Cake [so that the difficulty pointed out 
would disappear].” — The answer to this is that what has been enjoined as 
to be offered is the piece cift out of the cenire and the first half of the 
entire cake, not of any other thing. 

Or, the term ‘^nirdeshdt^ (‘definite declaration”) in the Sutra maybe 
explained as follows The following text definitely declares that when one 
substance has been destroyed, another substance should be brought in — ‘If 
all the offering-materials of the performer are destroyed or spoilt or stolen, 
he should make the offering to all the deities with Clarified Butter”, — 
where it is laid down that when an offering-material is lost, Clarified Butter 
should be used. From this it follows that the second ‘ Two Pieces ’ should 
not be cut out of the remainder- of the Cake. 

Another person has esxplained the term -nirdheshat ’ to mean ‘ because 
the remainder has been laid down as to be used for other purposes ’ — ^i.e. 
all those uses that have been laid down as to be made of the Remnant, 

This explanation, however, is not right; because sacrificial materials 
are not obtained for the purpose of these uses of Remnants ; and. as a 
matter of fact, until the accomplishment of all that is to be done with the 
sacrificial material, no other use should be made of it. Hence the Sutra 
cannot have the meaning suggested. 


Aphiblabaj^a (2) : WMn the slice cut out for the ' Svistahrt * 
offering has hemme spoilt, another slice shall not 
he cut out for it 

SUTEA (3). 

Ik EEAMTY, AliL THAT IS TO BE DOKE -WITH THE ‘ EEMKANT ’ SHOULD BE 
OMITTED ; BEOAirSE THAT IS DONE BOB A SPECIAL PUEPOSE. 



[The ‘ ’-offering is laid down as to be made out of the 
remnant of the material used at the sacrifice] ; in a case where the portion 
carved out of the Bemnant for this offering has been spoilt, there arises 
the question as to whether another portion should be cairved out of the 
remnant — or not. 

On this question, the Purvapak^ view is as follows : — “ A fresh portion 
should be carved out of the Eeinnant.-^Why ? — Because in this case, 
the first portion is carved, not out of the whole of the ‘ second half — ^but 
out of that part which is nearest to the performer. Because as a rule, 
whenever there is need for carving, it is done out of the part neai’est to 
the agent ; hence when the portion is carved out of it, what is done is in 
strict accordance with what has been prescribed. — Hence it follows that 
another portion should be carved out of the Bemnant.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta: — AU that is 
to be done with the Bemnant ahovM be omitted ; — why ^-r-became that 
done for a special purpose ; there is a special purpose for which the portion 
is carved out of the remnant; — ^this purpose being the disposal of the 
Remnant ; — and the ‘ Disposal ’ helps the performer by clearing the space i — 
it is for the purpose of securing this clearance that the fecial method is 
laid down in the shape of the Svi^takrt-oSexiag, hy means of which the 
required disposal and the consequent clearmice are to be brought about. 
Such being the case, if* on being taken out for being offered, the substance 
(portion of the Oake) should get spoilt, — the clearance, intended to be done 
by its means will have been already effected; and it would not be the 
motive for any further tahmg vp. Then again what the injunction says 
is that ‘ what is to be disposed of should be disposed of by means of the 
/SfiM«#oA»*t-offering ’ ; — and the thing being spoilt, there- would be nothing 
that is to be disposed of ; hence the 8vi§takrt-offering would ipso facto be 
dropped. — ^After the principal offering has been made (at a sacrifice) what 
remains is to be used for all those acts that are prescribed as to be done 
with the Remnant ; hence when one portion has be«i carved out (for the 
SvispxIcrt-o^&cmQ, and spoilt), what remains has to be used for the other 
acts. 
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Adhikarana ( 3 ): The Priests alone shall eat the Memnant, 


StiTRA (4). 

P^Oeyapae^a] — “The ‘Eatihg of the Remeaet ’ shotted be doiste 

BY OTHESSj AS THEBE IS THE SPECIFIC DBCLARATIOK AS IE 
THE CASE OP THE PbIMABY AcT.” 

BTiasya. 

There are the Darsha-Pur^mam sacrifices; at which there are 
‘ eatings ’ to be done at the time of the Prashitra, the Ghaturdhakara'^, 
and the Shamyuvaka. 

In connection with these, there arises the question — ^Are these eatings 
to be done by the priests mentioned in the context of (i.e. actually engaged 
in) the sacrifice ? Or by other persons ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows : — “ The eating 
of the Remnant is to be done by persons other than those engaged in the 
sacrifice. — Why ? — ^Because there is a specific declaration ; the Addmaryn and 
other priests (engaged in the sacrifice) have been specially declared as partak- 
ing in the eating of the Ida-remnant, in the’ text, ‘ Tc^cmMriapaiudiamdfy 
i^m hhak^anti* [‘ The priests, with the Sacrificer as the fifth, eat the 
Idd-rewmani ’] ; and here the declaration has been made for the purpose 
of precluding all other persons who would be likely to do the eating ; and 
the sense of this is that the priests specially mentioned here are to eat the 
I^-remnant only. — Just as in the case of the text ‘ Agneyo'gtdkapalah'*— 
[‘ The cake baked upon eight cak^ is to be offered to Agni ’] (Taitti. Sam. 
2. 6. 3. 3),^ — what is done is that the ‘ Two Slices ’ are specified from among 
all those things in regard to sacrificing with which thwe is no restriction;, 
and this text cannot be taken as an Injunction, as what it speaks of is 
aLready known ; — not can it be taken as a reiteration, as that would be 
entirely useless ; — ^it has, therefore, to be taken as a Preclusion, whereby it 
serves a useful purpose. — ^In the same manner in the case in question, the 
declaration quoted should be taken as indicating the preclusion (from other 
eatings) of the five persons named (Le. the four principal priests with the 
Sacrificer as the fifth). 

Further^ if the eating were to be done by only those who are engaged 
in the sacrifice, then there would be difficulties in the case of the Ashva- 
mMdha sacrifice ; there are so many ‘ eatings ’ to be done at that sacrifice 
that if all were done by the few persons actually engaged in the sacrifice, 
they would all die (of over-eating).” 

SUTRA (6). 

[SiDDHAHTA] — ^It should be done by all (those EEGAGED IE , the 
SAOBIPIOB), as IT ts THOSE THAT ABE OOEGBEGATED THEBE. 

Bha^ya. 

The eating should be done by aU — ^i.e. by all those engaged in the 
sacrifice ; the eating serves the purpose of bringing about an ‘ embellishment ’ 



ADHYAYA VI, JPAUA IV, ArailKAUAKA (3). 


in tlie men : the men thus embellished would go about the performance ; 
and as there are no grounds for discriminotiing among them, all those that 
are congregated at the sacrifice should do the eating. 

SUTRA (6). 

As FOR THE 'Specific DECifAJU.TioN rr serves the purpose of 

UAYINt? DOWN AN ADDITIONAL DETAIL. 


Bka§tya. 

It has been xirged (mider Su. 4) that “ there is the specific declaration 
(viz.: ‘The priests, with the sacrificer as the fifth, eat the Jda-renmant’] 
{which shows that the persons herein named are not to do the eating) ”. — 
But in reality, the ‘ specific declaration’ serves the purpose of laying down 
an additional detail, — ^i.e. the fact of the other persons (priests) partaking 
in the eating having been already indicated by the fact of their working 
at the sacrifice, the text quoted serves to declare that the Sacrificer also is 
to do the eating, as the fifth person ; so that the declaration is for the 
purpose of pointing out the possibility of the Sacrificer doing the eating ; 
hence it cannot be taken as precluding the persons (from all eatings other 
than that of the Jda-remnant). 

StJTRA (7). 

As REGARDS THE PRIMARY, — ^IN REGARD TO THAT, THERE IS 
THE CLEAR VeDIC TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been urged that in connection with the Primary offering (of the 
Gahe baked on eight pans), it is only the ‘ Two-slice-offering ’ that is spoken 
of. — ^But in that case, we admit of Preclusion, on the strength of the clear 
text, Speciallj’’ as that text contains no injunction of anything new. — On 
the other hand, the text, ‘The Priests with the Sacrificer as the fifth 
eat the Idd-remnant\ actually enjoins the Sacrifices' (as the eater, who is 
not already known as such). And when there is a doubt as to whether 
a text should be taken as an Injunction or a Preclusion, the better course 
is to take it as an Injunction ; as in the case of Injunction, the words are 
taken in their natural sense ; wliile Preclusion involves three objectionable 
features — ^the abandoning of the natural meaning of the words, the accept- 
ance of another meaning and the setting aside of what is already known. — 
From all this, it follows that the eating should be done by the persons 
engaged in the sacrifice. 

SUTRA (8). 

{ObjejcMon] — “ But the preclusion serves a useful purpose ”, — 
IP THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as in the next Swlrd\. 

Bhfl^y/JL 

It’ has been urged that — “ il uhly the’ persons engaged in the sacrifice 
were to do the eating, then thfe rwoulA be impossible in the case of the 

' . . '■- ] V? ‘ , 





Adhikabaina (4) : The Expiatory Soma is to he performed 
when either the whole or a part of the Pan is 
broken, 

SOTRA (10). 

[Sidbhanta] — Even when ONiiY a paet is bboken, the Expiatoby 

HoMA SHOULB be PEBFOBMBD ; BEOATJSB THE CONTINGENCY 

IS pbesent thebe. 

Bhd^ya, 

There are the Darsha-Purtyxmdaa sacrifices, in connection with which 
it is declared — ‘When the pan breaks, one should offer Homa\ ‘When 
the material is spilled, one should offer Homa *. 

In regard to this there arises the question — ^Is the expiatory Homa 
to be performed only when the whole Pan is broken, and when the whole 
of the material is spilled ? Or also when only a part is hrohen or apiUed ? 

Qtieation — “When is the pan to be regarded as broken wholly and 
when as broken in part ? ” 

When it has been smaslied to pieces and is absolutely unfit for use, 
it is regarded as wholly broken ; when however, even though a piece has been 
broken, the pan remains fit for use, it is said to be broken in part. 

The apparent answer to the question [which is also the Siddhanta] is 
that the expiatory Homa is to be performed also when the pan is broken 
in part, — “ Why ? ” — Because the contingency is present there ; that is, the 
breaking is there ; as what is broken in part is also ‘ broken ’ ; and when 
the contingency {being broken) is there, the contingent rite must he per- 
formed, 

SCITRA (11). 

[PObvapak^a’s argument against Sibbhanta] — “ In beauty, thebe is 

TO BE NO Expiatoby Homa when the pan is whoiby bboken ; 

BECAUSE IT HAS BECOME ENTIBELY UNFIT EOB USE AND 

THE Expiation is fob the pubpose op making 

THE PAN USEFUL.” 

BMsya, 

The particle ‘ 6a ’ (‘ in reality ‘*) indicates the I’ejection of the view set 
forth in the preceding Sut/ra, 

“ There should be no swpiaiory. Homa. .when the. pan is whoUy broken ; . 
because the expiation is for the of embellishing or purifying what 

has been apof/A— ‘ Why so?:* — Bet^^Vhat is wanted is not the offmjng 
of Homa, but Vhe thing that has ■Updeygone breakage; as it is with tliis 
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latter when duly embellished and purified that the performance is to be 
carried on; it is with this view that the expiatory Roma is performed. 
Nothing can be done with the pan that has been smashed to pieces ; hence 
in that case, the expiation would be futile. With the pan broken in a part, 
on the other hand, work can be done j hence when the pan is only partly 
broken, the expiation should be performed.” 

StJTEA (12) 


[Answer to the PObvapak^a argument] — It shotjld be done, 
BEOATJSE THE OONTINGENCr IS THEBE. — ^THE ‘ HOMA ’ K NOT AN 



AirXILIABY (EMBEUASHMENT) OE THE (BBOEEN) PaN, 
BECATJSE IT IS GONNECTBD WITH SOMETHING (THE 
MAIN SACBmOB) WHICH IS ESSENTIAL (ETBBNAL, EVEB- 
LASTINQ) ; HENCE IT CANNOT BE SUBSIDIABY TO THE 
Pan, BEOATJSE THIS LATTEB IS SOMETHING NOT- 
ETEBNAD (EPHBMEBAL). 


Bhasya. 


The expiatory Roma should be performed, even when the Pan is wholly 
broken. — “ Why ? ” — Because the contingency is there ; i.e. the contingency 
in the shape of ‘ breakage ’ is there and when the contingency is there, the 
corvdng&nt must be performed. 

It has been argued that “ the Expiation is for the embellislunent or 
purification of what has been spoilt”. — But, as a matter of fact, the 
Expiatory Roma is not an auxiliary (embellishment) of the (broken) Pan ; — 
why ? — because it is connected with something eternal [i.e. all the details 
of the Darsha-Purvmndsa sacrifice are in reality prompted by the resultant 
Apurva of that sacrifice ; and this is an eternal or essential factor — Tuptxkd 
and Tarvtraratna] ; and by virtue of this connection, the Roma in question 
is as good as eternal or essential, — while the ‘ breakaee ’ is an ephemeral 
factor; and what is eternal is nevei enjoined for the benefit of what is 
ephemeral ; so that, if a detail of the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices is eternal 
Or essential, it cannot be taken as helping what is ephemeral. — Why ? — 
Because what is ephemeral may not be there at some point of time ; how 
then could the eternal factor help it when it is non-existent ? — “ What is the 
harm in that ? ” — ^There will be this difficxilty that the eternal factor would 
not be able to help it ; and hence the assertion that the ‘ eternal factor 
would help ’ would be meaningless.— If, however, the Roma is something 
contingent — [that is, while, as a detail pertaining to the Darsha-Purnamasa, 
it is eternal, its actual performance ' would be contingent upon there being 
a ‘ breakage * of the Pan], — ^then the, said difficulty 'would not arise. Hence 
om view of the case is the right one ; under this view, the Roma would 
be performed when there is breakage of the Pan, — and when there is no 
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between the eternal {Homa) and the non-etemdl (Breakage of the Pan).— 
From all this it follows that the expiatory Homa is to be performed when- 
ever there is any breakage (either whoUy or in part). 

SUTRA (13). 

FuBTHEE, IBASMirCH AS ACCESSOBEBS ABB MEANT TO SEBSEBYE THE 
FEBPOSBS OF SOMETHING ELSE, THEY CAN BE USED APART 
FBOM THIS LATTER ONLY WHEN THEBE IS A DIBECT 
DECLARATION TO THAT EFFECT. 

BMsya. 

An accessory can be regarded as subserving the purposes of another 
accessory- only when there is a direct declaration to that effect. In 
accordance with the ‘ Context all the accessories, — ^the Homa as well as 
the Broken Pan, — subserve the purposes of thp Primary Sacrifice ; the 
Broken Pan is not enjoined as the receptacle of the Homa ; because, if the 
Broken Pan were the receptacle, then no other Homa could have been 
enjoined ; as in that case the Broken Pan would be. taken to be an accessory 
of the Primary Sacrifice ; and this would militate against the connection of 
that sacrifice with the Ahawi>\lya Fire (wliich is the prescribed receptacle 
for all Homas offered in course of the sacrifice). — " But in view of the distinct 
declaration, the two (the Aha'tmw^ia Fire and the Broken Bon) could be 
taken as optional alternatives (for being used as the receptacle of 
— That cannot be possible; because as for the Declaration {' BJwwejithoti'), 
it could be taken as laying down the ' breakage ‘ (of the, Pah) as a con- 
tingency n ri der which the Homa should be periormed [lienee it is not 
necessary to take the Broken Pan as the receptacle of ffoma] ; and also 
because the Homa has been dirOofcly enjoined by the text (Bhinne ; 
which therefore caimot be taken as enjoining the receptacle). So that the 
injunction of the Homa (by the text) is got at from the direct meaning of 
the words of the text, wliile that of the Broken Pan as the accessory can 
be got at only through the indications of “ Syntactical Comieetion Hence 
the Broken Pan cannot be regarded as the receptacle (of the Hotm). — 
“ Even when ‘ Breakage ’ is regarded as the contingency (luider wliich the 
Homa is to be performed), there can he no injunction of another Homa, 
as the text could enjoin the contingency only for tlie particular Honut 
mentioned in the context.’’— That cannot be ; because, tlie contingency 
(or condition) is what is not predicated ; hence the contingency were 
enjoined (and hence predicated), then it would not be a contMigmcy at aU. 
—If then, it were taken as the subject, — and that for wliiQh it is a con- 
tingency were also •a subject, — ^then there could be no connectiion between 
two subjects. — Then again, .what Isi enjoined in the eontext is not that 
‘ Breakage should be done — ^but what is enjoined is the other thing mentioned 
(i.e. the Hama), as to be done after the Breakage has occurred- 


SUTRA (14). 

In connection' ■WHH the Beeanage [there is something totahdy 

DOTERENT TO BE DONE] IE THIS IS ERGED [then the 

answer will be as in the following Sutra, 1 



The following argument might be brought forward— “ There is a text 
which clearly indicates that the Broken Pan is to be repaired— * May I 
repair the Pan by means of the Qdyairi of a hundred syllables [So that 
when the Breakage is meant to be repaired, then the hrmhage could not be 
taken as a contingency under which the Homa would be performed, which 
Homa would render the Pan fit for further tjse. — ’If this were so, then there 
would be no point in repairing the broken Pan].” 

To this our answer will be as follows — 

SUTRA (15). 

That is not so ; beoahse what is spoken of in the text quoted 

CANNOT BE SUBSIDIABY TO THE BREAKAGE. 



The repairing spoken of in the text quoted cannot be regarded as 
subsidiary to the Breakage ; because as a matter of fact, the Breakage cannot 
be repaired by means of either a Homa or a Mantra. Even if it could’ be 
repaired by means of clay, the notion that it is ‘ broken ’ would still be 
there. 

SUTRA (16). 

If the declaration of its being thrown into water were taken 

AS RELATING TO THE CASE OF TOTAL DESTRUCTION, THEN IT 
WOULD BE MEANINGLESS. 

Ehasya. 

In connection with the total destruction (of the Pan), we have the 
text — ‘ The broken pan they throw into water ’ ; such being the case, any 
embellishment of it would be useless. [Hence the Homa cannot be 
regarded as an embellishment of the Pan.] — “ But it could be picked out 
of the water and then placed 'upon the Eire,” — Not so, we reply ; because 
it has been declared that ‘ he sets up another (pan) ’. 

Prom all this it follows that what is laid down in the text ‘ Bhinne 
jvhoU’ is a contingent auxiliary of the Main Sacrifice. 


Jldhikaraita (5) : ‘ Ksamestinyaya ’ :~In the case of 
hwming, it is only when the whole mice is burnt, 

' that the expiatory Act is to he performed. 


SUTRA (17). 

But m the case of Burning, the Expiation should be pee- 

FOBMED ONLT WHEN THE WHOLE (CaKB) IS BURNT ; AS THE 
BURNING OP A PART OF IT IS UNAVOIDABLE. 

Bhasya. 

In connection with the DarsTia-Purnam&sa, we read — ‘ At?ia yasya 
purodashau hsdyatah tarn yajnam varum) gj-hndti, yadSL tad havify santistMta 
atha toMva havirnirvapU, yajno hi yajfimya prdyaschitiih ’ [‘ When the 
two Cakes are burnt, Varava seizes that sacrifice ; if that offering is to 
be completed, that same offering should be offered ; a sacrifice being the 
only expiation for a sacrifice’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the expiatory offering 
to be made when the whole of the Cake is burnt ? Or when a part of 
it is burnt ? 

On this question, the Purvapakpa view is that — “ When the con- 
tingency is there it should be offered when either the whole or a part is 
burnt (in accordance with the conclusion of the preceding Adhiharana) ”, 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta: — In the case of 
Burning, the expiation should he perforrned only when the whole Cake is burnt . — 
The particle ‘ tu\ ‘ but ’, implies the rejection of the Purvapakaa, In the 
case of burning, the expiation is to be performed only when the whole of 
the Cake is burnt. — “Why so ? ” — Because the burning of a part of it is un- 
avoidable ; it is not possible to avoid the burning of a part of the Cake ; 
because when a substance is in contact with fire, small portions are sure 
to be burnt. For instance, for the purpose of baking the lower part of the 
Cake, it is placed upon heated pan^, and for the baking of its upper part 
live charcoal is heaped upon it’; and under the circumstances, the burning 
•of parts of the Cake cannot be avoided ; lo that, even though the expiation 
is spoken of as contingent, it would jf^^Jacally become comxnilsory ; and 
in that case no significance would attach to the mention of the contingency 
‘ when the cakes are burnt, etA’ — ^From all this it follows* that the 
■expiation is to be performed only when the whole Cake is burnt. 


SCTEA (18). 


[Objedion ] — “ The Expiation-* should be performed oh the; 

BURNINa OF A PART ; BECAUSE WE FUTD A TEXT INDICATING 
THAT CONCLUSION.” 

Bha^ya. 

“It is not right to hold that the Expiation is to be performed onljr 
when the whole Cake is burnt ; as it can be performed when a part only is- 
burnt ; because the contingency of * burning ’ is present in that case also ; 
what is partly burnt is certainly burnt; hence if the Expiation were not 
perfornoed when the Cake would be partly burnt, then what is prescribed 
would be not done ; and this is not right. — ^Then again, the text says * if 
that offering is to be completed, that same offering should be offered ’ ; 
where the offering of the same material is laid down; and this would not be 
* possible when the whole of the cake would be burnt. Hence it follows that 
the expiation is to be performed only when the Cake is partly burnt.” 

SUTRA (19). 

[Answer] — ^In reality, the said offering would be made with 

ANOTHER SUBSTANCE ; AS FOB THE CONTINGENOY (UNDER WHICH 
THE EXPIATION IS TO BE PERFORMED), . THAT MUST BE 
TAKEN TO BE AS LAID DOWN IN THE TEXTS. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ w ’ (‘ in reality ’) indicates the rejection of the Purva- 
pakaa view. The view asserted — ^that the expiation is to be perform^ 
even when only a part of the Cake is burnt, — ^is not right ; in fact, the- 
Expiation is to be performed only when the whole cake is burnt. The 
contingency uiider which the Expiation is to be performed has been laid 
down in the text — ‘ When the two cakes are burnt . where what is meant 
is the burning of the whole cake, not a part of it ; in fact, there should be 
no expiation on the burning of only a part ; because such partial burning 
is inevitable. 

Then, as regards the argument that. the text — ‘If that offering is to be 
completed, etc.’ — is found to lay down the completing of the sacrifice with 
the burnt substance [and this can apply only to the partly burnt substance] ; 
— ^the answer to that is that the ea^uation is to be performed when the 
contingency of the ‘ destruction ’ happens ^ and even if the material xised 
at the expiation is a different one (from the burnt one), it would be per- 
formed all the same (and the mmn sacrifice duly completed aft6r that). 
Hence this argument does not affect our position. 
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SUTRA (20). 

\P^ection\—‘ I t cannot be so; since the term used is ‘tad 

HAVIH ’ (‘ THAT OITEEING ’) ” — ^IF THIS IS TJEGBD [then the 
answer is as in the following Sutra]. 

Bha§ya. 

The Opponent may urge the following argument — “If the view is 
that a different substance may be used to complete the performance, — 
then this is not possible, as the text uses the term ‘that offering’ {'’tad 
havih ^), — ^inthe sentence ‘if that offering is to be completed, etc.’; — ^under 
the circumstances, if the expiation (and the rest of the main sacrifice) were 
performed with a different substance, the term ‘ that offering ’ would not 
be applicable to it 

StTTRA (21). 

[Answer] — The teem ‘ oeeeeing ’ (‘ havih ’) should be taken 

AS STANDING EOE THE ‘ SACBIFICE ’ (THE ACT OF OFFERING, 

NOT THE MATERIAL OFFERED), ON THE GROUND OF THE , 
PRESENCE OF THE MATERIAL AS THE DISTINGUISHING 
FEATURE IN TBCE SACRIFIOE. 

Bhd^ct. 

The term ‘ havih ’ in the text under consideration should be taken 
as standing for the socnj/?ce,— -the act of offering; so that, when the text 
speaks of ‘ the offering being destroyed ’, what is meant is the destruction of 
the sacrifice at which that offermg-rnaterial is used, — “ But the secondary and 
figurative meaning of a word can be accepted only when its direct meaning 
is not applicable, not otherwise.”-^Th6 answer to this is that, in the case 
in question, the direct meaning is not applicable. — “ How so ? ” — ^If the 
direct meaning were accepted, then the sentence would have to be con- 
strued as — ‘if the offering is to be completed, the sacrifice should be com- 
pleted with that same material ’ ; and in this there would be sjmtactical 
split ; and further, the words would be meaningless ; because what is to he 
completed is the sacrifice, not the offering-vmterial ; hence the term * that 
offering ’ is a mere reference to the occasion (contingency) for the expiation. 
One great advantage in taking this as a mere reference is that the same 
expiation becomes applicable to cases where the sacrifice to be completed 
(a,fter the burning of the original maiimal) is one at which the material 
used is different (from the cake)s— ‘‘-Bfit Tiow can the term ‘ havih \ which 
signifies offermg-rnaterial, be used ini S^e of the act (of offering) ? ” — That, 
we reply, is due to iJie presence of . ^hat vhoder^l as a distingtdshing feature 







ADHtKARAt^A (6): The " Pahchashamva’offei'mg \ sJiotild 
be made even when only one offering-Tnalenal 
is spoilt. 

SOTHA .(22). 

[PORVAPAKf a] — “ It SHOITLO BE AS IT IS DEOLABED UT THE TEST 
IF THIS IS URGED [thoD the auswor is as given in the nest Sutra]. 

BJuh^ya. 

W© have the text — Darsha-Piirijmndsdbliyani svargakdmo yajUa' 

[* Desiring heaven, one should perform the Daralm-Purrmnasa sacrifices’]; 
—-in connection with that there is the following declaration — ‘ Yasyobha^ 
yam hainrarLimrch^hhet aindram pdnchashmavamodcmam nirvapU ’ [‘ If one’s 
both offering'inaterials should undergo deterioration (become spoilt), he 
should offer cooked ric® in five platters to Indra ’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 7. 1, 8). 

Tu regard to this, there arises the question — Should the ‘ Five-platter- 
offering ’ be made when both offering-materials are spoilt ? Or should it 
be made ou either of them being spoilt ? 

Oil this question, the PurvapaJcsa view is as follows : — “ If you ask-— on 
the spoiling of what is the offering to be made ? — our answer is tliat it 
should bo made on both being spoilt. — ‘ Why ? ’ — ^Because it aJtould he as 
it is declared in the text ; what is directly declared, that alone should be 
accepted ; and in the case in question, what is declared is that the offering 
is to be made when both the materials are spoilt what is declared should 
be accepted as meant to be significant; otherwise the terms ‘off ©ring - 
material * and ‘ both offering-materials ’ would be synonymous. — From all 
this, it follows that the ‘ Five-platter-offering ’ is to be made only when 
both the offering-materials are Spoilt.” 

SUTRA (23). 

[SlDDHANTA]— N ot so; because the accident is the oontinobnoy 
(under WHIC® the OFFEBINa IS TO BE MADE) ; AND THAT 
CONTINGENCY IS SPECIFIED AS THAT OF THE ‘ OFFERING 
MATERIAL ’. 

Bhd$ya. 

The view that has been urged aboVe is not right. 

The ‘ accident ’ meant here is; the deterioration of a certain thing ; 
and this is the contingency (under wfiiioh the offering is to be made) ; and 
t.Viia contingency is specified here ais being the becoming spoilt {deteriora- 
tion) of the offering-material ; now this ‘ deteridration of the offering-material ’ 
may be taken as the contingency, collectively as well as severally [i.e. the 
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deterioration of both materials, or of only one material, may be accepted 
as the contingency under which the offering in question should be made] ; 
and it cannot be further specified by the qxialifioatidn ‘ both ’ ; if it were 
so specified then, the sentence would be split up into two parts — (1) ‘The 
•Pive-platter offering is^^to be made on the deterioration of ti^ offering- 
material ’ and (2) ‘ the deterioration should be of both materials 

Says the Opponent—" If you cannot brook the qualification of the 
Deterioration, then it shotild not be qualified by the ‘ offering-material ’ 
either 

Answer — We admit of qualification by ‘ offering-material because 
without some qualification, the text would be meaningless ; i.e. if we had 
the text simply in the form ^yasya arttmfchchMt^ (‘He whose become 
spoilt’), without any quahfioation, then it would mean the ‘deterioration’ 
of anything ; and as in the case of every man, there is something or other 
which may be deteriorated, — his action, his winking, even his thinking, — the 
mention' of any condition (upon which the offering should be contingent) — 
such as is found in the text in question, " yasya, etc,' — would be absolutely 
incongruous (and futile). — ^Hence it is necessary that the ‘ deterioration ’ 
should be qualified j and this qualif 3 dng is done by the ‘ offering-material ’ ; 
so that the condition on which the ‘ Five-platter-offering ’ is contingent is 
the connection between the ‘ offering-material * and the ‘deterioration’; 
and this coimection can be very well directly declared by the Vedic text ; 
— as for the connection of both the materials, On the other hand, this would 
only be indirectly indicated by ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ ; — ^and ‘ Syntac- 
tical Connection * is always weaker than ‘ Direct Declaration 

Says the Opponent — " The connection between the ‘ deterioration ’ 
and the ‘offering-material’ also is indicated by Syntactical Connection", 
Answer — The coming about of the ‘ deterioration ’ is understood to be 
spoken, of by Direct Declaration ; and if the connection of * offering- 
material ’ as also of ‘ both ’ were taken to be intended, then the Direct 
Declaration wotdd be very much weakened. That is why the presence of 
the connection of ‘ both ’ is not pointed out as the condition. — " Why 
.^hen is the term ‘ both ’ there 1 ” — ^It is there as a reference |;o the established 
‘..iaet that the offering is to be made on the deterioration of one, as well as 

■ ihe deterioration of the other. It is' in tins sense that we have the 
^ ‘ If one’s both offering-materials should be spoilt ’. 

Qxteation — " Why cannot * deterioration ’ as qualified by both terms 
(‘offering-material’ and ‘both’) be regarded as the condition for the 
offering ? — ^The meaning being that the offering is made by one whose 
offering-material as qualified by * both' becomes deteriorated.” 

Answer — ^Why do you think that the condition of the offermg should 
be such ^deterioration' as is qualified, by a qualified thing (the ‘offering- 
material’ qualified by ‘both’).? 

The Opponent replies — ‘‘ We do so on the ground of the proximity of 
the qualified thing. That is to say, as a matter of fact, what is mentioned 
■in clcse proximity to ‘ deterioration ’ is the quoMfied thing (‘ offering-material ’ 
qualified by ^bo^')." 

What would be the result if this were so ? 
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“ The result is that . ' deterioration ’ qualified by both { ‘ of¥ering- 
material ’ and ‘ both ’) becomes recognised as the condition of the offering.” 

The answer to all this is as follows;— The ‘favoin-ite of the gods’ 
<stxxpid man) should be asked this question : — ^Bven for a man for whom the 
qualified tiling (the ''offering material’ qualified by ‘both’) is in close 
proximity with the ‘ deterioration ’, — is the unqualified thing (the ‘ offering- 
material ’ only, without the qualification ‘ both ’) excluded by the use of 
a cudgel ? — “ What if it is not excluded ? ” — If it is not excluded, then this is 
what happens — the ^ ‘deterioration’ of the unqualified thing also becomes a 
condition for the offering of ‘ Pive-platters — “ But certainly the term ‘ both ’ 
would qualify the ‘ offering-material ’.’’—Not so ; so long as the term 
‘ both ’ is not connected with the term ‘ offering-material ’, it cannot qualify 
rile material. — ‘‘But then the term ‘both’ would certainly become con- 
nected with the term ‘ offering-material ’ by reason of their close proximity.” 
—Even so it would not be able to do the qualifying ; because it can never 
serve the purpose of excluding anything [and what does not e^xclude any- 
thing cannot be a quaUfication ], — Says tbe Opponent — “ But on account of 
its denoting a particular thing, it must be exclusive in its function ; just as 
in the case of the sentence ‘ Bring the whMe cow \ when this is addressed 
to persons, they do not bring the black cow; and the reason for tliis lies in 
riie fact that the term ‘white’ differentiates the i-equired (white cow) from 
the black and other cows *'*. — Our answer to this is as follows The case 
cited is not analogous to the one under consideration. In the case of the 
' cow, it is not that the thing is marked by the genus ‘ cow ’ and then its 
br'mfji/Hg is enjoined. If it were so, then, in that case also the term ‘ wliite ’ 
would not have qualified it. What is enjoined in this case is the bringing, 
which is the principal factor, qualified conjointly by the two qualifications 
•(‘ whiteness ’ and ' genus, cow ’). — Tn the case in question, on the other hand, 
what is enjoined is the ‘ Five-platter-offering ’ to be made when the thing 
is found to be characterised by ‘ deterioration ’ and by the ‘ genus, offering- 
material ’ separaiely. — “ But what is the reason that when the principal 
factor is denoted by the v^b (as in the case of the ‘bringing ’ of the cow) 
the two qualifications are taken as qualifying it conjointly, while in the 
case of the other thing, they qualify it separately ? ” — The answer to this 
is that in the case of the Principal Factor;, the Genus or the Quality is spoken 
of only for the purpose of being connected with it; and hence in this case, 
through one and the same sentence, the Principal is understood to be qualified 
by both these qualifications ; and hence the performer is satisfied only when 
he performs it as thus qualified by both ; so that if the Principal were per- 
formed as qualified by only one of the two qualifications, what would be 
done would -be not what is laid down. — In, another ease, howeyer, where 
what is denoted by the verb (that is, the act) is spoken of in reference to 
what is marked by the gervus, it is so spoken of in relation to. all similar 
qualifications ; so that in this case the performer would be satisfied if tlie 
act were done as qualified by only one of the qualifications ; as for the other 
qxialiflcation, — that of being marked by the genue , — ^it bas been already said 
that he would be satisfied with it. It is in reference to that case that it has 
been said — ‘ Why cannot one do what is not forbidden ? ’ — ^In the case 
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where what is denoted by the verb is the principal factor, it is not related to- 
what is marked by the genus ; so that, even if other things belonging to that 
genus be not included, the Principal factor becomes accomplished all the 
same | the Principal becomes duly eqmpped with its accessories ; and nothing 
that is laid down becomes ignored. In that case, therefore, the qualifica- 
tion is all right. In the case in question, however, it is not so ; as all that 
is declared in this case is that the Five-platter-offering is to be made on the- 
deterioration of the substance which belongs to the genus of ‘ offering- 
material ’ ; and this cannot be excluded by any qualifying declaration which 
does not lay down an actual prohibition. 

Then again, even if the term ‘ both ’ were connected with ‘ offering- 
material % the ‘ deterioration ’ could not be taken as connected with both 
(‘offering-material ’ and ‘ both ’). — “ Why so ? ” — ^Because the term ‘ both ^ 
is connected with the ’ offering-material % not with the term ‘ undergo 
deterioration ’ ; so th^t even though the term ‘ both ’ is there in close proxi- 
naity, what the deterioration is connected with is only just that which 
is denoted by the term ‘ off ering-material ’ ; and what is so denoted is a 
•general thing, without any qualifications. — ^From this it follows that the 
deterioration qualified by both (‘both’ and ‘offering-material’) cannot be 
taken as the condition for the ‘ Five-platter-offering ’. 

“ The deterioration may be held to be qualified by both (‘ offering- 
material’ and ‘both’) in view of the fact that the term ‘both’ {’ttbhayam^) 
has thai> case-ending which is the substratum (basis) of the deterioration.” 

That is not right. The presence of the paxticular case-ending m the ■ 
word ‘ uhhayam ’ can make this a qualification of the offering-material 
(‘ havih ’), — because these two have the same (nominative) case-ending ; — 
it cannot make it a qualification of ‘ deterioration ’ ; because between 
‘ uhhayam ’ as qualified by ‘ havih ^ and ‘ drtim the case-ending is not the 
same (‘ uhhayam havih ’ having the Nominative, and ‘ drtim. ’ the Accusative, 
ending;):* 

“ Even though they do not have the same case-ending, yet, by virtue 
of the proximity of the term ‘deterioration’, this deterioration would be 
taken as qualified by " uhhayam* Cboih') as qualified by ‘havih* {offering- 
materiaiy* 

That cannot be ; unless the words concerned are in need of mutual 
connection, mere proximity cannot be effective (in connecting them ) ; 
for instance, in the case of the expression — ‘ Bhdryd rdjnah puruso deva- 
dattasya* [where tlie word ‘bhdryd* . in connected with ‘ devadattasya*, not 
..with ‘ rOfjhah *, though this latter is. nearest to. it, — similarly ‘ pwrusaJi * 
is connected with ‘ rdjnah ’, not with ‘ devadattasya ’]. 

“ The ‘ deterioration ’ would be understood as being qualified by 
‘both’, by reason of both the words occurring in the same sentence.” 

That cannot be ; even when words occur in the same sentence, if 
any one of them is such as is not required by another, it is not construed 
with that, even though it forms part of the same sentence; for instance, 
in the sentence — ‘ Ashvena vrajati shvetena patena dvrtah ’ — ^the whiteness is 
not taken as a qualification of the Horse, which is not wanted by the form er 
[because it is taken as a quahfication of the cU>th'\. 


ADHYAYA VI, PADA IV, ABmKABANA (6). 


1091 


I Th,e Opponent may argue as follows — The term ‘both’ would be ^ 

taken as connected with the ‘ oSering-material ’ quahhed by ‘ deterioration ’ 
That also is not pc«sible. As a matter of fact, the term ‘undergo 

deterioration ’ is not tal^en as a qualification of the ‘ offering-naaterial ’ ; 

it is taken as the condition for the ‘Mve-platter-offering’. In fact, if 
the ‘deterioration of the offering-material’ were taken as coimected 
I simultaneously with the term ‘both’ and with the term ‘ live-platter- 

I offering’, then there would be a syntactical split, 

“ The terra ‘ both ’ may be taken as connected with toAot is «i«rJbed 
gmu» ‘ offenng-material^ {* uAhayam' has to be supplied after ‘ acmuhad- 
‘ dham ’ — says r«piifca] ; and then the term ‘ undergo (deterioration) ’ may 

be connected with the term ‘ both ’ as qualified by the ‘ offering-Baaterial 
Evm so there wouM be a syntactical split.— Erom all this we conclude 
^ that the ‘ deterioratima. ’ qualified by both {* offering-material ’ and ‘ both ’) 

cannot be taken as ihe condition for the ‘ Five-platter-offering 



Says the Opponent — “Just as in the ease of vduU is denoted hy the 
verb being the principal factor, the deteriomlion a» qualifi^ by both (* offer- 
ing-material ’ and ‘ both ’) has been regarded {Text, page 685, Unes 4 et seq.) 
as the condition of the offering, — ^and not as qualified by one of them, 
— in the same manner, in the other case also, it would be as qualified hy 
both that it would be regarded as the condition ; and yet though qualified 
by its own self, if the ‘Deterioration’ happens to be qualified by only 
one of the two (‘ offering-material ’ and ‘ both ’), it ceases to be the condition ; 
— why then, should this distinction be made ? ” 

The answer to this is as follows ; — ^Under our view, the two qualifications 
are treated as what are to be taken up by ihemeeives ; while under your 
view, they are treated as mere differenUaUng adjuncts (of something else). 
“ What, if tiiey are treated as differentiating ad^uncta ? ” 

Our answer is that what follows from this is that the substance is 
differentiated by the gmus ‘ offering-material ’ ; — something has got to be 
asserted in regard to it ; — if this something were said without being properly 
differentiated, it could not be known to whai it appertains, or it might be 
regarded as appertaining to all substances: Thus then, as in both these 
cases, the thing would be unqualified, the genus ‘offering-material’ woiddbe 
mentioned as differentiating pr marking the substratiim of that g^us. This 
being done, there are two things that are possible : (1) that which belongs 
to the genus ‘ offering-materiar is what has ‘deteriorated’, or (2) that wlmt 
belongs to the genus offering-material is ‘ both Now, if what is meant is 
that what belongs to the genus offering-material is what has * deteriorated ’, 
then it follows that what belongs to the genus * nffftriT>£r.Tr»n.f«rin.i — 
whether it he ‘ both ’ or ‘ not-hoth — ^wheu deteriorated, is the condition 
(under which the Five-plattOT-offering is made). — If, on the other 
what is meant is that what belongs to the genus ‘ nff«%ring - Tni».fAritt.l | ’ jg 
‘both’, — then in that case, the ‘deterioration’ is*. not qualified by the 
* offering-material ’ ; — and when the ‘ deterioration ’ is not qualified by 
‘offering-material’, it is not possible that the term ‘both’ shall qualify 
the offering-material. — “Why to t’’— Because the qualifying could he 
done only in the form ‘that which belongs to the genus offering-material 
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is. both, ’ ; — and it would be necessary to say ‘ if that thing belonging to the 
genus offering-material which is hothf shotdd become deterioraied ’ : — and 
how could this connection between the ‘ deterioration ’ and the qualified 
‘ offering-material ’ be secured ? Specially as the two terms ‘ offering- 
material ’ and ‘ both ’ could not be uttered over again for the purpose of 
qualifying the ‘ deterioration \ And when these could not be pronounced 
over again, then, — even though the term ‘ offering-material ’ would not be 
uttered for the purpose of characterising, in common, the ‘deterioration’ 
and the substratum of ‘ both ’, — yet, in its unqualified form, it would be a 
characteristic of the ‘ Deterioration — and also, in its unqualified form, 
it would be a characteristic of ‘ both ’ ; — ^if, however, the two together 
(‘Deterioration’ and ‘both’) were meant, then it would be necessary to 
repeat the words over again ; and in that case, there would be sjntactical 
split. — ^Thus, if the term ‘ both ’ be connected with the act of becoming 
deteriorated, then it could not be qualified by the ‘ offering-material ’ ; and in 
that case, die deterioration of the unqualified offering-material would become the 
condition imder which the Five-platter-offering would be made. — ^If, on the 
other hand, the term ‘ both ’ were connected with the word ‘ offering- 
material ’, then, for the purpose of being connected with ‘ deterioration 
it would have to be repeated again along with the term ‘ offering-material *, 
or it might be mentioned by means of the pronoim ‘ this ’ ; and in this case 
there would be the same syntactical split. 

Then again, if the things have to be taken up, it is not necessarj- that 
the words should qualify each other ; both might well be uttered for the 
purpose of qualifying the ‘ deterioration ’ ; and in that case, the ‘ deteriora- 
tion ’ qualified by one of them only could never be regarded as the condition 
imder which the offering was to be made. — On the other hand, if what are 
spoken of are meant to be only differentiating adjuncts, then > 

‘ Deterioration’ could be regarded as the condition, even when qualified by 
only one of the two. — ^This is the difference between the two cases. 

Then agam, in the case of all words, when any word is connected with 
another word, it is not right, so far as possible, to connect it with a third 
word, even thotjgh this latter be in close proxiinit5% — unless of coiurse 
there is a declaration laying down such connection. For instance, in the 
case of the words — ‘ Bhdryd rafAah ‘puruso devadatta»ya ’, the ‘ rdfd ’ caimot 
be taken as qualifying ^ purvga' (if it has been connected with "bhdryd’). 
In a case, however, where there is no way out of it, even though there are 
several things to be taken up, they may all be taken as connected with the 
principal factor, even though this latter may be far removed ; because the 
needs of a ciase are always nxore authoritative than mere ‘ remoteness — 
When the two things are regarded €ks differentiating adjimcts, — ^when two 
such {Mljimcts come together, and one has to be rejected, what should be 
rejected is the remoter adjunct. 


Adhikabana (7): (hdy those persons are entitled to eat ^ 
the remnani who have done both the acts— the 
extraction of the juice and the offering of the 
Horm. 

SUTRA (24). 

[P?Jb.vapak!?a1 — “ The same shoxtu) be the case .with the ‘ Eathstg ’ 

COHTINGENT UPOK THE ‘ OeEBBING OF HOMA ’ AND THE 

‘ Exopracting of Juice 
BJbosya, 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma, we read — ' Havirdhane grdvabhir-~ 
rcdbhiaittydhavahiye hvtvd pratycmdaoh par^a mdasi hhak0n hhdk^ayanti ’ 
[‘ Haying, by means of stones, extracted the Soma-jnice in the Hctvirdhdna 
and having poured the libations into the Ahewamya Fire, they turn back 
a.y>H retximing to the Assembly Boom, eat the edibles’]. The extracting 
of the Juice is already laid down in another text ; — the offering of Homa 
also been laid dowm elsewhere by means of the root ‘ yog \ ‘ to sacrifice ’ ; 
— these two therefore cannot be taken as enjoined by the text quoted - 
nor can the order of sequence between ike two acts be regarded as enjoined 
■by it, as the order is already indicated by the very nature of the things 
concerned [the extraditing of ifte fmce must necessarily go before its being 
offered in Homo] ; — hence what the text can be taken as enjoining is the 
easing (of the eddies) by those same persons who have done the extracting 
of the Juice and the offering of the Homa ', the meaning being that ‘ after 
the extracting of ’the juice has been done, as also the offering of the Homa, 
the eaiiMigr should be done ’ . 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — ^Is the easing 
to be done by the man who has done both the acts mentioned ? Or may 
one eofr op. doing only one of them also ? 

On question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows “ The same 
should be the cds^ toith the eating contingent upon the ' offering of Homa ’ and 
the ‘ extracting of Juice ’ ; ‘ the same should be the case — ^that is this 
case shotild be dealt with exactly as the case of the ' deterioration of the 
offering-material’; [i.e. just as the ‘ Five-platter-offerihg ’ is to be made 
even on the deterioration of only one of the two materials, so the ‘ eating ’ 
should be done even on the doing of only one of the two acts].— Why so ?— 
Because the sentence in question cannot be construed as — ' Having extracted 
the juice, — ^then, having offered the Horm, — one should eat ’ ; because 
the sentence does not lay down the order of sequence between the extracting 
of the juice and the offering of the Homa, in the sense that ‘ those shall eat 
who, having extracted the juice, have offered the Homa \ Because this 
construction would bring about s3mtactiGal split, — ^the sentence being split 
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up inta two-^l) ‘Having extracted the juice, they shall eat’ and 
(2) ‘Having offered the Hama, they shall eat’. For these reasons, the 
offering of tlie Mama and the extracting of the juice cannot be taken as 
connected with one another ; and hence the eating could be connected with 
one as well as the other ; the eating being done on extracting the juice, 
and also on offering the Hama. — From all this it follows that there is to be'^ 
eating on the doing. of either one of the two acts.” 

SCTBA (25). 

[SroDHAJSTA] — ^Isr BSAUTY, TBDB ‘EaTHTG’ SHOULD BE CCOJTINGENT 

UBOSr BOTH ACTS ; BECADSB TT HAS HOT BEEN LAID DOWH AS 
AH ACOB8SOBY OF THE ACTS. 

Ehasya. 

One should do the eating by reason of having done both the acts ; — 
the eating has not been laid down as an accessory of the acts of offering 
the Homa and extracting the juice. — “ What would happen if the eating 
were laid down as an accessory of the acts ? ”^What wovild happen would 
be that, in th%t case the offering of the Homa and the extracting of the juice, 
both being primary acts, the eating, which would be subservient to them, 
would have to vary with each of them. — If, on the other hand, the eating 
is taken to be laid down as contingent upon both the acts, — ^then such 
being the injunction, there is only one thing enjoined, and there is a single 
amtence, which is complete in the form — * Having extracted the juice, and 
having offered the Homa, they shall eat ’ ; in this case ‘ they shall eat aftelr 
having offered the Homa ’ comes in only as a subordinate clause ; and so 
long as the main (whole) sentence is there, no (separate) authority can 
attach to a subordinate clause ; for, if it were, then there would be rejection, 
of the other words of the sentence. For instance, in the sentence ‘ one 
should not look at the rising sun the prohibition is taken as expressed by 
the main (whole) sentence, while the injunction of looking at the sun would 
be expressed by the' subordinate clause ‘ look at the rising sun ’. — ^From 
all this it follows that the eating contingent upon any one of the two acts 
cannot be taken as what is laid down ; what we gather from the main (whole) 
sentence is that there are two acts upon which the eating is contingent. 
Under the circumstances, if the eating were done in any other manner, 
there would be an abandonment of what has been, enjoined. Consequently 
the 'gating should be contingent upon both the acts. 



Adbikarana (8) : The Re-installation of Fire should he 
done when both the Fires go out. 

S0TRA (26). 

[PObvapak§a] — “The Re-installation should be dealt -with in 

THE MANNER OF THE ‘ COOKBD RiCE ’ [OFFERED ON ElVB- 

Rlattebs].” 



In connection with the Agnihotra, we read — ‘ Yasyobhdv(mug(Udmgni 
abhinimlochet, yasya vdbhyudiyat, pimarMheyameva Umya .pr&yashchittih ’ 
[‘ If the two Fires kindled by one should go out, and at the same time 
the sun should rise (or set), Re-inatallation of the Fire is the only expiation 
for him ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question- — ^^Is the Re-installation of the 
Fire to be done on the going out of either one of the two Fires {Ahavamya 
and Qdrhapatya) ? or on the going out of both ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The R&iiiMaVa- 
tion should be dealt with in the manner of Hie ‘ Cooked Rice ’ ; just as in the 
case of the Expiatory offering of the Cooked Rice on Five-Platters, it is 
made on the deterioration of either one of the offering-materials, — so also the 
Expiatory rite of Be4nsiallation of Pure should be performed on the going 
out of either one of the two Fires ; as otherwise, there would be a syntactical 
split.” 

[The Siddhdntin says] — Just as in the text—* Herein I shall saoriffoe, — 
her ftm I shall perform pious deeds, — with this motive does he kindle the 
Fires’ — [Read * ityevainameva tatsamindhcUe’ , as in MSS. O and D] — [there 
are two Fires mentioned, so in the case in question also, the goiny out of 
both the Fires must be meant to be the ooutingency under which the 
Re-installation is to be performed]. 

[This last sentence appears to have no connection with the preceding sentence 
in the statement of the Purvapaksa which should be taken as ending with the 
first ‘ Ui ’ after ‘ prasahgat \ The Tupiika declares this sentence to form part of 
the statement of the Siddhanta—‘ Siddhaniagrantho'yam' . On this the Tcmtraradna 
adds the following explanation— The passage, if taken as part, of the Purvapaksa, 
can only mean that—” Just as in this text from the Shat^xOha, either one of the 
two Fires ia mentioned, so should it be takm to be in the case under consideration — 
< If the two fires, etc.’ ” — ^But as s matter of fact, the text from the Shaiapatha does 
not speak of either one of the Fires (in fact it s^ of two Fires); and hence 
the case cited is not applicable to the P&rvopahsa view. It should therefore be 
taken as part of the statement of the inserted in a wrong place 



SUTRA (27). 


[SBDDHiNTA]— I k KKALITY, IT SHOULD BE PEEEOEMED ON THE QOHSTG 
OUT OF BOTH (FlBES) ; BECAUSE OF THE PBODUCTION OF THE 
SAME THING. 


Bhasya. 


As a matter of fact, tlie Expiation laid down in the present instance 
(in the shape of the Be-histaliation of Fire) consists in the prodticing of the 
same thing that has been destroyed j — as the visible motive of the act is— 
how to secure the thing again ; it is with this motive that the Re4nataUa- 
tion is done. The distinctive feature of this act of Be-instaUation is that 
two Fires are produced together, not separately. So that, if only one were 
to go out, it could not be possible to re-establish that one alone ; as in that 
case the Re-instaBation, if performed, would be defective. — “ But the second 
Fire also could be re-installed.” — ^Now, if this second Fire were the 
Ahamniya, — ^then, as the, other (former) Ahava-mya would be already there, 
to serve the purposes of the Honaa-offerings, the second (re-installed) 
Ahavamya could not serve the puiposes of the Homa-offerings at all ; — as a 
matter of fact, that Fire alone is AhaamnAya which has been produced for 
the purposes of the Homa-ofierings ; because this name ‘ Ahavanlya * is 
connotative of EmhelUshrnents ; and a name that is connotative of embellish- 
ments cannot be applicable if evm one of the' connoted embellishments is 
absent ; and this also is an embellishment of the Fire that it serves the 
purposes of Homa-olfeELDgs ; this is what we und«P8tand from the text 
‘ One offers Homa into the Ahavaniya !Kre ’ (TaittL Bra. 1. 1. 10. 5 ). — ^For 
these reasons, thore would clearly be a defect if only one Fire were to 
go out and only one to be re-installed; and this defect would vitiate both 
the Fires. Consequently if only one Fire goes out, there should be no 
Be^nstaUaiion; simply beeause there can be no proper Be-mstaUation in that 


ADHTKAjRAJSTA (9) : The ‘ Five-PlaMer-offering ’ is a distimt 
mt 

StJTRA (28). 

[PffBVAPAK§A] — T he ‘ EtVE-PlATTEB OEFEBING ’ SHOULD BE TBEATED 

AS A SUBSTITUTE ; AS IT IS THE SUBSTABCE THAT IS MBNTIOUBD.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Darsha-PUr^amaaa, we read — ‘ Yasya yhhayam 
hamrdHimarchchJ^ aindram paricJt(tsMravamo(kman nirvapet* [‘If both 
the offering-materials should xmdergo deterioration, one should offer, to 
Indra, cooked rice on Five Platters ’] (Taitti. Bra. 3. 7. 1. 8). 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is phe ' Five-Platter- 
offerihg ’ a substitute for the material that has undergone deterioration ? 
Or is it a distinct act by itself, to be performed under a certain contingency ? 

Qiiestion — '* How can it be regarded as a substitute ? — and how a distinct 
aot ? *’ 

Answer — ^If the sentence is construed as ‘ Panchashardvam nirvapU ’~— 

‘ nirvapet * meaning ‘ hurydt ’ [the meaning of the sentence being, ‘ one should 
prepare the Cooked Rice on Five Platters’], — then, in that case, the 
Cooked Rice on Five Platters would be regarded as a substitute for the Curd- 
Butter-Mkctvre {Sdnndyya), If, on the other hand, the Cooked Rice 
on Five Platters is connected with the deity (Indra), and not with 
‘ preparing’ {‘'nirvapU ’), — the meaning being that ‘ One should make the 
Cooked Rice on Five Platters, Aindra, i.e. dedicated to Indra -then, the 
sentence would be regarded as laying down a sacrifice to be performed 
under the particular contingency (of the offering-materials deteriorating). 

On the said question, the Purvapakga view is as follows ; — “ The Five- 
Platter -offering shmild he regarded as a substitide, because what is mentioned 
is a substance. That is, the ‘ Cooked Rice on Five Platters ’ should be 
treated as a substitute for the Ourd-Bvtter-Mixture ; — ^why ? because what 
is mentioned is a substance ; that is, what is mentioned in connection with 
the ‘ nirvdpa ’ (preparation) is the substance (Cooked Rice on Five Platters), 
and not its connection with the deity, Indra. — ^Why ? — ^Because when taken 
in this sense, the sentence would contain the injunction of the nirvdpa 
(preparation), — and this enjoining would be done directly by the words 
of the' text ; while in the other case, if the sentence were taken as laying 
down the connection between the substance and the deity, the injunction 
in this case -would only be indireetly indicated by Syntactical Connection; 
and this would be weaker in authority than the direct sigmfioation. ^From 
all this we conclude that the Cooked Rice on Five Platters is a substitute 
(for the Curd-Butter-Mixture).” 
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S0TRA (29). 

|SiI)DhIOTA]— I s BHAUTY, WHAT THB TB5XT lAYS BOWN IS THE 
OOSiraCTIOS BETWEES THE StTBSTANCB ASB THE BeiTY : 

Aar© HBSrCE it should be takes as the isjusction 
(of a DilSTlSCT act) ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THE TWO 
deities cassot be spoken of (by 

THE WOBD 'ArNDBA*). 

ShSfya. 

What is enjoined is a saarifica, a distinct act ; because the text lays 
down the connection between the substance {Cooked Rice) and the deity 
{Indra) ; what we find the text laying down is that ‘ one should make the 
Cooked Bice on Five Platters^ Aindra ’ (dedicated to Indra ). — this were 
not taken to be the meaning, then .the term ‘ aindram ’ would have to be 
regarded as a wrong reading (because it would be meaningless) ; or the 
word ‘ aindram ’ would have to be taken as an unreal reference to the 
deities, Indra .and Mafemc?ra; as a matter of fact, however, these two deities 
cannot be spoken o/ rfey means ihe word ‘ Aindram ’ ; Le. the twr> deities — 
Imdra and Mahendra — cannot be. referred to by means of the term 
* Aindra ''.. — ^If .(in order to avoid these difficulties) the term ‘'Aindram^ 
were taken as an adjective (qualifying the ‘ Five-Platter-offering ’), then 
thd^. wouM be a syntjaciacai ajpMt. 

But we have painted out that Direa lyeiaataMon is more authoritative 
(than Ry^niactioal Connection).” 


True, that is so ; but under the other view, there wmdd be a more 
imreasonable rejection of Direct Declaration, as it would^ make term 
* Aindra'' entirely superfluous (meaningless). 




Adhikabana (10) : The ‘ Fim-Platter-oJfering ' is subsidiary 
to the contingent Darsha-sacrifice. 

StiTRA (30). 

[PCtbvafjjk^a] — “It should be regarded as the substitute; 

BECAUSE IT TAKES ITS PLACE,” 

Bhdsya. 

The question that arises now is — ^Is the aforesaid contingent offering of 
the Cooked Bice on Five Platters to be regarded as a substitute of the Darsha- 
sacrifice, — or not ? 

On this question, the Purmpakaa view is as follows: — “ should he 
regarded as the substitute, because it takes its place ; the offering in question 
should be regarded as the substitute for the Darsha-sacrifice ; — why ? — 
because it takes its place ; this offering has been declared as to be made on 
another sacrifice [Darsha) being spoilt ; as such, it can serve its purpose only 
if it is not subsidiary to that other sacrifice ; if it were subsidiary to it, then, 
as being done for the sake of what has become useless, it would itself be 
useless ; — ^that the original sacrifice has become useless is shown by the 
fact that it has become defective (by reason of the deterioration of the 
offering-material); that the ZJarste-sacrifice has become spoilt is clearly 
perceptible ; while that the sacrifice should be performed is learnt from 
Verbal texts ; — but what has become spoilt (i.e. the Darsha) is certainly 
useless, and as such should not be performed -the offering in question, 
however, is one that should be made ; and hence it is understood to be a 
s/ubstituie for what has become spoilt.” 

SUTRA (31). 

[SiDDHANTA] — Ih reality, it should BE REGARDED AS ITS SUBSIDIARY ; 

BECAUSE IT IS CONNECTED WITH A PARTICULAR CONTINGENCY. 

Bhdsya. 

The offering should be regarded as one that has been enjoined as a 
subsidiary (to the -sacrifice) ; because, as a matter of fact, the offering 

has been laid down as to be performed under the contingency of the offering- 
material having deteriorated ; now, three courses are possible: (1) a distinct 
result should be. regarded as following from the contingent offering by itself ; 
or (2) the purpose that would haYe been served by the Darsha-sacrifiee 
is served by the offering in question ; or (3) the offering in question is 
subsidiary to the .D«rsii.a-sacrifice,‘^' (i-) Thb, offering in qirestion cannot be 
regarded as bringing about a di^lipLet , teetfit of its own; because such a 
result (not having been mentioned in ^nY text) would have to be assumed. 
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(2) Nor can. it be regai'ded as serving the purpose that would, have been 
served by the Darsha-sa6rifio & why ? — ^because such is not the declaration ; 
we have no declaration to tlio effect that the offering in question serves the 
same purpose as the Darsha-Wicrifice. Even though the offering has been 
laid down as to be made, yet it is not possible to determine which of the 
said three courses should be adopted ; and yet the injunction that tfee 
act should he done would have some sense only if some one of the three 
courses were possible. 

Says the Opponent—" The text laying down the offering in question 
may be interpreted as follows — ‘When both the offering- materials undergo 
deterioration, one should accomplish by means of this offering (of the 
Gooked Bice on Five Platters) what he desires to accomplish’ ; — and what does 
he desire to acscompliah ? — the result of the Darsha-sacr^fic^ [And in this 
sense the Offering mu8t be treated as the substitute for Otyrsha^l" 

Our answer to this is as follows— As there iS no oonnootion (of the- 
Offering) with any word speaking of the result, Such connection, If possible 
at all, could be got at only through Sf/ntactical Oonnection ; while the per* 
forraance of the sacrifice has been laid down by a Direct Deolpmtion | and 
Direct Declaration is stronger in its authority than Synodical Vonmethn ; 
hence the Offering cannot be regarded as serving the pttfpose that is served 
by the sacrifice {Darsha}^ 

" What then is the use of the Offering ? ” 

It is subsidiary to the Darsha. 

“ But there is no declaration to this effect either — ^that U is subsidiary 
to the DarshaP 

The answer to that is that the text laying dovm the entire procedure 
of the DarsAo-saerifice includes the Offering in question, because it has 
been laid down in close proximity to that sacrifice ; the sense of the 
whole being — ‘ One should accomplish the desired result by means of the 
Darsha-Purxiamdsa saGriO^coB along with all their subsidiaries, — and if there 
be a deterioration in the offering-materials used at these, the procedure to 
be adopted should be as follows (i.e. the offering of Cooked Rice on Five- 
Platters should be made)’. — ^From all this we conclude that" — when the 
offering-material has midergone deterioration, the purpose that cannot be 
served by the Dars/ict-sacrifioe (by reason of this deterioration) becomes 
served by it when this procedure is adopted. — ^Thus then, the offoring in 
question should be regarded as a subsidiary to the Darsha -sacrifice to be 
performed under the particular contingency mentioned. 


Adhikarana ( 11 ) : The ExpicOory Vishvajit is to be per- 
formed by one who, having pledged himself to 
perform the Satra, omits to perform it, 

StTRA (32), 

The ‘ Vishvajit ’ should be pebeobmbd when one does not pboobbd 

TO PEEFOBM THE ■' SaTBA ’ ; FOR, IF THE ACT (SaTBA) WERE 
PERFORMED, THE DESIRED RESULT WOULD FOLLOVT 
FROM THAT ITSELF. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the following text— ‘ Sarvabhyo va e?a devatahhyah sarvebhyah 
pratMhhyah dimdnarmguratl yak aaira/ya agurate, viahvdjita atiraireiya 
aarva/pTsthlna sarmvMasadaksi^na yageta, sarvdbhya eaa devatdbhyah sarve- 
bhyah prsthebhyah dtmdnam ndahriritte ’ One who pledges himself to per- 
form the Satra pledges himself to all deities, and to all Prsthas ; he should 
perform the Vishvajit Atiratra at which aU the Prsfkas are used and the 
entire property is given away as the sacrificial Fee ; thus does he redeem 
himself from all deities and all ’]•— Here the Vishvajit sacrifice 

is laid down as to be performed under the contingency of one’s pledging 
oneself to perform the Satra. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the Vishvajit to he 
performed by one who, having pledged himself to perform the Satra, 
proceeds to perform the latter ? Or by one who, having pledged himself, 
does not proceed to perform it I 

On this question, the Pv/rvapah^a vi&vf is as foUows “ One who proceeds 
to perform the Satra, as well as one who does not proceed to perform it,— 
both should perform it ; as the text makes no distinction or, we may take 
it that it is the man who proceeds to perform the Satra who should perform 
the why ?— because (as has been decided in the preceding 

Adhikarana) acts like the Vishvajit, which' are performed under certain 
contingencies, are subsidiary to another sacrifice; how the^, can the 
Vishvajit be subsidiary to a sacrifice which is not performed ? 

In answer to the above we have the following ; The Vishvajit 

should he performed when one does not proceed to perform the Satra ; that is, 
when there is no performance of the Satra, then alone should the Vishvajit 
be performed.— “Why so ? WHhat we read in the text is that-* When 
one pledges himself to perform the Satra, he should perform the Vishvagit 
Atiratra^-, which means that, ‘when one who pledges himself with the 
words I shall perform the Satra, he should accomplish his purpose by 
means of the VishAiojit sacrifice ’ that .is, the purpose which he sought to 
accomplish by means of the Satra, he should accomplish by means of the 
Vishvajit.— How so ? ”-^The meaning of the: text appears to be that 
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‘ When one pledge himself, he should perform the said sacrifice,’— -i.e. he 
should accomplish his purpose by means of that sacrifice ; it does not mean 
that he should accomplish the sacrifice; because the sacrifice has been 
mentioned as a subservient factor. — “ How is it known that the sacrifice 
is a subservient factor ? ” — ^Because it has been spoken of by means of a 
word with the instrumental ending vishvajiid^). If it were meant to be the 
predominant factor, then, it would be necessary to assume a result from 
it ; — ^while under the view (in which the sacrifice is a subservient factor), 
the result following from it is just what is mentioned in the text itself (i.e. 
that ‘ he redeems himself, ete.’V 

SUTRA (33). 

Also because there is mention oe ‘redemption’. 

Bhdsya. 

In the same text we read — ‘ He redeenas himself from all deities, and all 
Frsthas ’ ; this description of the Vishvajit as ‘ redemption ’ would not be 
proper if the performance of the Satra were proceeded with ; [as in that case, 
there being no omission on the part of the performer, there would be 
nothing from which ‘ redemption ’ would be called for]. Hence we conclude 
that the Vishvajit is to be performed only if the performance of the Satra 
is not proceeded with. 

Says the Opponent — ‘ ‘ Why cannot we interpret the sentence as follows— 

‘ Having pledged himself to perform the Satra, one should perform the 
Vishvajit,' — ^so that there would be some connection between the Vishvajit 
and the Satra at the time of pledging ? ” 

That cannot be ; the Satra is a qualification of the Pled,gmg ; and if 
the Vishvajit and the Satra were connected (construed together), it Wfuild 
be a far-fetched construction. Further, the Vedio text itself connects the 
Vishvajit with the man, in the form ‘ the man should perform the Vishvajit 
sacrifice ’ ; — and not with Satra, in the form ‘ the Vishvajil belongs to the 
Satra'. 

Then again, it is only under our view that the term ‘ having pledged, 
himself’ can have some sense. — ^If the VishvajU were subsidiary to the 
Satra (as held by the Purvapahsin), — ^then, it would come in in the very nature 
of things, and should not have to be specially declared. — Nor can the words 

‘ Agim/a yajeki ' (‘ Having pledged himself ..... one should perff)rm the 

sacrifice ’ ) be construed as laying down the immediate sequence between 
the pledging and the sacrificmg ; as the acceptance of that would mean the 
acceptance of what is not. expressed by the words at all ; because all tliat 
is expressed by the words is that the acts of pledging and sacrificing have 
the same nominative agent. even the precedence (of the act of pledging) 
need not be taken to be expressed by the words— ^s it is implied by the 
nature of the acts concerned. -For these reasons, the Vishvajit is to be con- 
nected with pledging only. And su^ being the case, it follows that the 
V ishvajit should be performed b;^ ?ohe who, having pledged himself, does 
not perform the Satra. , 


Adhikabana (12): The terms "^VarUs" {'Grass and 
' Vatsa' {' Galf^) are indicative of the time of the 
' Vrata\ Penance. 

SUTRA (34). 

[P0BVAPAKSA]— “ The mention of the ‘Calf’ should be taken 
AS ENJOINING THE Penance.” 

BTbdsya. 

In connection with the Darska-Purymnaaa we read — ‘ Varhi^ vai 
paw'^amdse vmtam upayanti, vatsendmdvdsydydm ’ At the Punjmmsa 
sacrifice they keep the penance by the Qrass, and at the Darsha-sacrifice, 
by the Col/’]. 

In regard to tins, there arises the question — ^Is the enjoined Penance 
to be kept by means of the Calf ? Or does the term ‘ Calf ’ only indicate 
the time for the Penance ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ Wliat is 
enjoined in the text is the Penance that is to be kept by means of the Calf ; 
in the declaration that ‘ at the Darsha-aacrifice one should keep the Penance 
by naeans of the calf — the factor that is new (not already known) is the 
connection between the ‘ penance ’ and the ‘ calf ’ ; hence that is what 
should be taken as enjoined by it; and by the injunction of the said 
connection, both become enjoined — the Penance as well as the Calf’\ 

SUTRA (35). 

[SiddhantaJ — In reality, what is laid down is the Time fob what 
TTAS been already laid down elsewhere, because what 
IS spoken of here is the presence of what has 

ALREADY COME INTO EXISTENCE. 

BhS^a. 

What is laid, doum in the text- in question shotM be taken to he the Time 
for what has been already laid down, — in another text, — “Why ? ” — Because 
%uhat is spoken of here is the preseme of what has already come into existence, 
and not what is hi course of coming into existence. — “ How do you loiow 
that ? ” — Because the , Penance ,ha8 already been previously laid down 
in the text ‘ They keep the penance qi Jiving upon food without meat, but 
abocmding in clarified butter/ ; r^agd/tM only factor that is not already 
known is the Time for, the penit^e.;,-nnd this |s what is laid down in the 
text in question, i ^ ZiM I.' ^ ' 



SUTRA (36). 

Also because (m the othbb case), the exact meaning cannot be 

DETERMINED. 


Ehasya. 

[Under the Purvapakm view], the exact meaning of the sentence 
‘ Vatsena vratamupayanti ’ cannot be determined. — (a) Does it mean that 
the calf is to be made to keep the Penance, — in tins sense the Penance being 
kept (upagata) by the Calf (‘ vatsena ’) ? — or (6) that ‘ the penance shall be 
kept (i.e. the food eaten) with the Calf xised in place of the hand %— in this 
sense also the Penance being got at {upeta) by the Calf C vatsena^) ?— or (c) 
that ‘ one should keep the Penance while keeping the calf near him ’ ? — 
It cannot be determined what the exact meaning of the sentence is. Be- 
cause (according to the Purvapakm) all that the word C vatsena^) connotes is 
the instrumentality of the Calf, and not the procedure (of the Penance) ; 
so that all that the sentence says is that ‘ one should keep the Penance 
of which the Calf is the instrument (means) of accomplishment ’ ; — ^in what 
manner this is to be done remains still rmdefined ; so that the exact mean- 
ing is not made quite clear, — as to what it is that is done by the Calf in 
regard to the Penance, — or whether it may be taken as doing anything at 
random, — Then again, if the Calf were desired to be connected with the 
Penance, then it would be something that is not subservient to any other 
thing; while as a matter of fact, the Instrumental ending (in ’‘vatsena') 
clearly shows that it is subservient to something else ; as the Instrumental 
ending conveys the sense of being the best instrii/rmrU.—rPTOTa this also it 
follows that the mention of the ‘ Calf ’ is for the purpose of laying down the 
time (for the Penance). 

SUTRA (37). 

{Says the Opponent ] — “ But the Calf should be begardbd as 

SUBSIDIARY TO THE PeNANCB ; BECAUSE SUCH IS THE UlBECT 

Declaration.” 


“ It has been argued (by the iSiddhantin) that, as the Penance has 
been already enjoined elsewhere, its mention in the text under consideration 
shoAd be taken to.be a mere reference (or reiteration). — ^This is quite true ; 
— ^But what has been said regarding the text being meant to enjoin the time 
for the Penance, — that is not right. Because as a matter of fact, the Calf 
is enjoined as subsidiary to the Penance. — ^How do you know that? — 
Because such is the direct declaration ioi taking the Calf as enjoined, there 
is the authority of the Direct Declaration of the Veda ; while, if we took 
the injunction to be that of the Time, thOn the word would have to be taken 
in the indirect figurative sense ; — and when there is a doubt as to which 
should.be accepted, as between Direct Declaration and Indirect Figurative 
Indication, it is the Direct Declaration that should be accepted as the most 
logical. — ^From this it follows that the Calf is subsidiary to the PenanceP . 
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StJTRA (38). 

[Armoer] — In pact it is Tbsie that is iNDioAtsB ; thebe is no 
Injitncoton. 

Bfidsya, 

.In fact, it is Time that is indicated; and it is not the Calf that is 
enjoined. In fact, the text—' At the Purrumvasa sacrifice they keep the 
Penance by Grass, and at the Dars^-sacrifice, by the Calf ’ — ^is not an 
injunction at all. — “ How do you know that ? ” — ^Because it is connected 
as one sentence with another injunction ; the actual Injmctipn is found in a 
subsequent text— ‘ Before the removers of the calves, the Husband and Wife 
should take their food’ [Read ‘ mapdkartrordampati, as in MSS.]; — [this 
food consisting of what abounds in Clarified Butter but is without meat,— 
the taking of this food being what is meant by ‘Penance’ in the present 
oonnection]. When this Injunction is already there, if the text tmder con- 
sideration also were taken as an Injunction, then there Would be a syntactical 
split. As for ‘ reference ’ (or reiteration), there are such references, very 
often, to things already enjoined. Thus then, the fact of the Calf being a 
subsidiary to the Penance (which is already laid down in the Injunction 
just qxioted), it cannot be taken as unknown (and hence needing to be 
enjoined in the text under consideration) ; while the Time (for the Penance) 
has not been laid down elsewhere (and as such needs to be enjoined). 

StiTRA (39). 

Fubtheb, the Calf can serve no tjsbetjl purpose in connection 

W IT H THE ACT IN QUESTION (PeNANCE). 

Bhd§ya. 

As a matter of fact, it is not possible to coimeot the Calf with the 
Penance ; because, in regard to the act in question (Penance), the Calf can 
serve no useful purpose. — ^For this reason also the Calf cannot be regarded 
as subsidiary to the Penance. 

SUTRA (40). 

Further, there is no word actually expressing the idea or 

THE MEAT. 

Bhasya. 

There is no such declaration as that ‘ one shall kill the calf, cook its 
flesh and then eat it;’ ; nor do we find any word actually expressing the idea 
of meat ; for the term ‘ calf ’ demotes the genus ‘ calf ’, and is never 
used in the sense of meat. — ^For tl)is reason also the terra ‘ calf ’ should bo 
as indicating the time (for thm Penance)., 


Adhikabatja (13) : The time indicated by the terms \ Grass ’ 
and ‘ Galf^ is applicable to all cases — that in which 
the Our d-Butter- Mixture is used, as well as 
that in which that mixture is not used. 

SUTRA (41). 

[PCsvapak^a] — “Ie the Time is indicated, that can peetain 

ONLY TO THE CASE 'WHEBE THE CtJED-BlJTTEE-MiXTUEE IS USED ; 

BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OP INDICATIVES TO THAT 
BPPECT.” 

BM§ya. 

It has been understood that the term ‘ Calf ’ has boon mentioned for 
the purpose of indicating the Time (of the Penance). — 'Now there arises 
the question— Does this pertain to only that ca.s6 where the Curd -Butter- 

Mixture is used ? Or also to the case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture 
is not used ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows: — “ can pertain 
to that, case only where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is used: — Why ? — Because 
we read—' Before the removers of the calf, the Husband and Wife should 
take their food ’ ; and in the case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is not 
used (and hence milk is not needed), there is no ‘ removal of the calf ’ ; 
hence the time indicated (by the removal of the calf) can pertain to only 
that case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is us6k 1 ; the ‘ removal of the calf ’ 
being dearly indicative of this conclusion.” 

SUTRA (42). 

[Siddhanta] — In reauty, it should be taken as pertaininc to 

BOTH CASES ; AS THE ‘ REMOVAL OP THE CaLF ’ IS MEANT ONLY 
TO BE INDICATIVE OF THE PARTICULAR TIME. 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ va ’ (‘in reality ’) rejects the Purvapaksa view.— -As a matter 
of fact, the time pertains to the ease where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is 

used, as also to the case where the said Mixture is not used. — “ Why ? ” 

Because the removal of the calf is meant orily to be indicative of the particular 
time. In the Penance itself therein ud Heed for the Removal of the Calf % 
there is need, however^ for the'. Tkvi^', and that which is needed there is 
indicated (by the word ‘calf’).: * O' - - i 

But why should the the -Calf be taken as indicative 

,, erf -the particular ^ 
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Because it can only subserve the purpose of something else. As a 
matter of fact, the calves are removed (from the cows) for the purpose of 
obtaining milk ; and in this alone they serve a visible purpose ; in any other 
case, it would serve only an invisible (transcendental) purpose ; it is for this 
reason that the Removal of the Calf is not declared to be secured for its own 
sake. 

It has been argued that — in view of indicatives to that efiect, the 
time can pertain to only that ease where the Curd-Butter -Mixture is used 
— ^But this is not right; because in that case also where the said Mixture 
is not used, the time does not cease. That is, in a case where the Curd- 
Butter-ldixture is not used, — ^it may be that there is no Removal of the 
Calf ; but it is not that the time indicated by the Removal of the Calf is 
not there ; and in the case in question, it is the time that we need, not the 
removal of the Calf. For instance, when it is said^ — ‘You should come 
at Conch-time'', — the time indicated hy Conch-blowing is there even in a 
village where the Conch is not blown at all; and hence the said ‘ coming ’ 
is not omitted -in the same naanner, even though there may be no actual 
Removal of the Calf, yet the Penance in question would be performed when 
the time indicated by that Removal arrives, and it would not be omitted 
at that time. 


At^ htbt aran a (14): The phrase ^ alcmg ivith the hramh' 
lays dotrni the time, 

S0TRA (43). 

[P<Jbvapae;§a] — “The ‘Branch* is subsidiary to the ‘Kusha- 
BUNDLB’, — ^UKE'THB ‘ Mmsro*.*’ 

Bhasya. 

There is the text ‘ Darahapurnarnasdbhyam yoQUa ' (laying dawn the 
Daraka-PurtMmaaa sacrifice as to be performed by one desiring heaven) ; 
in connection with that we read—' Sciha ahdkhofyd praakumm pmhaHi ’ 
[‘ He throws in the Kttaha-bundle eAong with the Branch ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the Bmmh subsidiary 
to the throwing m of the Kitaha-bundle, the relationship between the two 
being that of the subsidiary and its use ? Or does it mean that the Branch 
is to be thrown in at the time of the Throwing in of the Kusha-bundle ? 

On this question, the Purvapajcaa view is as follows :■ — TJte Branch ia 
auhaidiary to the Kuaha-bundle, like the mixing ; that is, in reality, the Branch 
is a subsidiary to the Knaha-bundU. — “Why?” — ^Because in the text 
‘ SaJut ahdkhayd praatarcm praharabi ’ (‘ He throws in the Kusha-bundle 
along with the Branch’), there is the Instrumental ending in the word 
‘ a/idkhayd ’ due to the presence of the particle ' saha\ in the sense that 
the thing spoken of by means of that word ia a subordinate factor (according 
to Pilnini 2. 3. 19) ; hence the Shdkhd, Branch, must be taken as subordinate 
to the Praatara, Kuaha-bundle : because the term ^praataram' appears with 
the Accusative ending, and there is the Instrumental ending (in ^ ahakhaya^) 
due to the presence of the particle ‘ aaha ’ ; and the Instmmental ending 
denotes the subordinate, and the Accusative ending, the principal factor. — 

‘ But the Branch renders no help to the Kuaha-bundle (by virtue of which it 
could be its subordinate).’ — ^True, it renders no visible help ; but it does 
render invisible help ; — ^just as in the case of the ‘ mixing ’ (of the Soma- 
juice with milk) ; that is, just as in the case of the text ‘ Payaad maitrd- 
varuiyim ahrindti ’ (‘He mixes with milk the Soma- juice to be offered to 
Mitra-Varuifa'), by virtue of the co-existence of the Accusative and Ins- 
trumental endings, an invisible help is understood as rendered (by the milk, 
to the juice ), — so in the same manner in the case in question also.” 

SUTRA (44). 

[Seddhanta] — ^In reality, it should be taken as an injunction oe 

TIME ; BECAUSE BOTH ARE ALREADY THERE. 

Bhd§ya. 

The text should be taken as an injunction of^time — “ why ? ” — hecauae 
both are already there ", — that is, the Kuaha-bundle is already there as laid 



down for the purpose of keeping the Sruva on it ; — the throwing in of this 
Kusha-bundle at a particular time has also been enjoined in another text ; — 
hence it (the throwing in of the Kuaha-hundU) must be taken as reiterated in 
the text imder consideration oxily for the purpose of laying down the disposal 
of the Branch (which has been already used in the removing* of the Calf). 

Says the Opponent — The Kmha-hundle inay be taken as reiterated ; 
but the Brandi should be taken as enjomed m the text in question 

Our answer to this is that, both aro> there already ; that is, the Branch 
has been already enjoined in a previous text, as to be used in the removing 
of the Calf ; now the question arises regarding its being mentioned again 
in the text under consideration— -is the Branch enjoined here as subordinate 
(to the Kusha-bundle) ? — or is it mentioned only as to be disposed of ?— 
It is foxmd that its disposal serves the visible purpose that, on the removal 
of what is no longer required, there is room, ever so little, secured for moving 
about. There is, however, no visible result following from the contact (of 
the Branch) with the other place to which it is thrown. Hence the throwing 
in of the Branch must be regarded as a disposal. And as there is no more 
use for it, the time for that disposal of the Branch is indicated (as that 
at which the Kiisha-bundle is thrown in). 

“But the Instrumental ending denotes the subordinate factor; and 
this ending we find with the term ^ Shakhd’ (Branch).” 

Our answer to this is that the Instmmental ending in the word 
‘ Shdkhayd ’ has the sense of the Accusative ; and the Accusative ending in 
‘ prastaram ’ has the sense of the Instrumental. 

“ How do you know that ? ” 

The presence of the particle ‘ soiia ’ (‘ along with’) indicates that 
both the things are to he thrown in at one and the same time ;-^so that 
that thing the time for whose being thrown in is already known (from other 
sources) shotild be regarded as mentioned in the text under consideration, 
only for purposes of reference, while that whose time for being thrown in 
is not known should be regarded as mentioned for the purpose of being 
on joined. It is the time of the throwing in of the Branch that is not known, 
— while that of the Kiisha-hundle is already known; hence the mention 
of this latter must be for the sake of what is not known, and hence it must 
be the subordinate factor ; while the mention of the other should be regarded 
as the principal factor ; and the principal or predominant character is always 
denoted by the Accusative ending ; and yet in the case in question we have 
the Insfepumental ending with what is the principal factor (i.e. the Shakhd, 
Branch ; hence it is that this Instrumental should be taken as having the 
sense of the Accusative) ; while the Instrumental ending denotes subservience 
to another ; and yet in the case in question we have the Accusative ending 
in what is the subservient factor ii^e.— the Prastara, Kusha-bundle ; hence 
it is that this Accusative ; should be taken as having the sense of the 
Instrumental). Thus it is that neither pf the two oase-endings is used, 
in the present text, in its own natural' sense. 
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S0TRA (45). 


Also because the Branch does not serve the purpose of 

EMBELLISHING THE KuSHA-BUNDLE. 

Bhasya. 

The Branch is not found to render any visible help to the Kusha- 
bnndl© ; in fact, when grass (Kueha) is being burnt, no piece of wood 
(Branch) can imder any help to it ; it is the grass that would help the wood 
(in burning). For this reason the Branch cannot be taken as subserving 
the purpose of the Kusha-bundle. 

SUTRA (46). 

From all this rr follows that there could be (‘ tbrowing in ^ 
OF THE Branch) apart (from the Kusha-bundle). 

Bhd^a, 

Question — What is the use of all this discussion ? Even if the Branch 
is subsidiary to the Kusha-bundle, the Branch would be disposed of at the 
time of the throwing . in of the Kusha-bwidle [and this is aU that the 
Siddhantin insists upon].” 

Ansioer — ^If the Branch is subsidiaiy to the Kusha-humdU, then, when 
this latter is being thrown (into the Fire), it cannot be thrown in without 

Kusha-bundle ; on the other hand, if it is not subsidiary to it, then it 
can be thrown in even without the Kusha-bumMe. We have already explained 
that the Branch should be thrown in <a Oie time of the Knsha-bundle 
(being thrown in). From aU this it follows that there could he throwing in of 
the Branch apart from the Kusha-bwndle ; that is, it is for reasons explained 
above that, even apart from the Kusha-hwndle, there could be the ‘ throwing 
in ‘ of the Branch. 

SUTRA (47). 

The ‘Upav®i§a’ also would be there in one case only. 

[The Upavtsa is a piece of wood, six inches long, cut out from the root end of 
the Branch and used for the stirring of the Fire at the time of the preparation of 
the Oard-Butter-Mixture.] 

Bhdsya. 

If the Purvapahpa view were correct [Le. .if the Branch were subsidiary 
to the Kusha-bundle and formed part ^ the offering of this latter], then, 
whether or not the material used were the Cyrd-Bu^er-Miixture, — in either 
case — the Branch would be there j and hence the ‘ also would 





End of Pada iv of Adhyaya VI. 
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ADHYlYA VI. 

PlDA V. 

Adhekaeana (1): At ihe ‘ Darsha ’ sacrifice, in connection 
with the ^ Ahhyuday^ti\ there is ^ disp^ement 
of Deities^ due to certain contingencies. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PffTt.yA PATira A] — ^“ TeB TEXT OONTAINS THE nTJUNCTIOiK OF A DISTENGT 
SAOBIFIOE TO BE PEBFOEMED OH ACCOIJHT OF 13IE TBAHSOBESSIOH 
OF TIME INBIOATED BY THE BISINa (OF THE MOON) ; AS 
IN THE CASE OF THE ‘ FiVE-PiATTBB-OFFEBING 

BMsya. 

There is the following text — ‘ Fi vd enam prajayd pashvbhirardhayati, 
vardhayatycutya bhrdtrvyam yasya h<i^virniruptam pwrastdchchandraTnd ahhyu- 
deti tredhd taiiduldn vibhajet, ye madhyamah syuh tdnagnaye ddire purodd- 
ahamaatdkapdlam nirvapet, ye sthavi^idstdnindrdya praddtre dadhamshcha- 
rum, ye kfodisihdatdn vipfave shipivi§tdya shrie charum ’ [‘ If the moon rises 
when the offering-material has been prepared, it deprives him of his offspring 
and cattle, and prospers the same for his enemy ; he should divide the rice into 
three parts— (1) those that are of the medium size shall be made into cake 
baked upon eight pans and offered to Agni-Ddtr; those that are of the 
largest size should be cooked and offered with curds to Indra^Praddtr ; 
and those that are 6nest shall be cooked and offered in boiled imlk to Vimu- 
Shipmipta ’] (TaittL Sam. 2. 5. 6. 2). 

[What is meant is this — ^The performer thinks that the Moonless Day has 
arrived, and has begun to make preparations for the DorsAa-sacrifice which is to 
be performed on that day ; — ^he finds that in the early morning, the Moon has 
risen ; — ^this proves that he has made a mistake in regard to the date ; — for this 
transgression then he would suffer in his offsprings and cattle ; as an expiation 
therefore he has to make the three offerings out of the material that he had got 
•■..'.ready,! ' ■ ■ _ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Does the passage enjoin a 
distinct sacrifi,ce, to be performed on account of the transgression relating 
to time ? — or does it lay down simply the displacement of the original deities 
(and the introduction of others) in reference to those same offerings that are 
made in connection with the original sacrifice {Darsha-Purnamdaa) ? 

On- this question, the Purvapakaa is as follows : — When the transgres- 
sion of time is discovered oh the rising of the Moon, — on account of that 
traimgression, there is a sacrifice to be performed, — and it is this distinct 
sacrifice that should be taken as enjoined in the text. — hy ? — ^When they 
make a cake out of the medium-sized rice and offer it to Agni-Datr, — the 
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cooked rice of the large-size with curds to Jndm-Prodofr,— .and the finest 
rice to Vimu-Shipiviata , — ^this must be taken as a distinct sacrifice, because it 
is spoken of as connected with a result and the enjoyer of the result just 
as in the case of the ‘ Five-Platter-offering % it is taken as a distinct sacrifice, 
by reason of the mention of a distinct substance and a distinct deity ; — so 
also in the case of the Pashu-kdmes^, in connection with which we read — 

‘ One who desires cattle should perform the sacrifice on the Moonless Day 
and then remove the calves ; — ^then out of the larger-sized ones, he should 
make a cake baked upon eight pans and offer it to Agni-Sanimat,— -the 
medium-size ones should be cooked and offered in boiled milk to Fi^u- 
Shipivigia ; the finest ones he should cook and offer in ctirds to Indra-Praddtr ’ ; 
— the same manner, in the case in question also, the offerings laid down 
should be regarded as a distinct sacrifice. — ^Further, m connection with the 
original sacrifice (Daraha-PurTuxmdsa)) we do not find any deity mentioned 
specifically in relation to any substance j all that is mentioned there is ‘ the 
cooked rice in boiled milk ’ ; and at the Daraha-Piirnarmsa, no hoilmg is 
done at the time of the rise of the Moon ; hence the sacrifice spoken of in 
the text in question must be regarded as totally different {from the original 
Daraha-Purnamdaa)'' 

SUTRA (2).- 

[Siddhanta] — In beauty, rr means only a displacement (of 
Deities), — ^as the offebings ake thebe. 

Bhdaya. 

In reality, what is meant is only a displacement of deities . — ^Why ?— 
Because the offerings are there ; that is, the offerings are the same as those 
at the original Darsha-Purnamdsa ; and so long as they are there, there can 
be no connection between the materials and the deities, — on the basis of which 
connection a distinct sacrifice could be assumed. Hence there is no distinct 
sacrifice ; it is the same offering-materials with regard to which different 
deities are laid down. 

SUTRA (3), 

Also because the wokds of the text abe expressive of the 
a amt; idea. 

Bhdsya. 

The words of the text are such as are expressive of the idea that there 
is displacement of deities ; — ^for instance, for those that are middle-sized, 
a deity other than the original one is enjoined ; it is only the deity that 
can be taken to be enjoined in this text, because the substance is the same 
as that laid down in connection with the original sacrifice, and it is only 
the particular deity mentioned in the text which is not already so enjoined. 

“ Bxit when the text is taken as enjoining a new deity, how is it that 
it is not open to the objection that it involves the injunction ^f several 
accessory details ? ” 
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shababa-bh1§ya : 


The answer to this is that in no one. of the sentences (composing the 
passage in question) is there any injunction of several acoemory details; 
for instance, in the sentence ‘he should divide the rice’, the only thing 
enjoined is the dividing, all the rest is only referred to ; hence this explanation 
is not open to the said objection. — In regard to the ‘ middle-sized ’ rice, it 
is only the deity Agni that is enjoined, all therest, Cahe, etc., is only 
referred to.— In regard to the ‘large-sized’ ones, — ^for these as mixed with 
curds, it is only the deity Indra that is enjoined in this sentence.— As regards 
the third sentence, the boiling is indicated by the heeds of the situation 
(without boiling, no rice could be cooked), the character of ‘ cooked rice ’ 
—along with sense of the ‘Locative’ (in ‘^Shrte’), which also is indicated 
by the needs of the case, — is only referred to ; hence in this sentence what is 
enjoined is the deity, Vienu-Shipwista-, in reference to the tice along with 
the boiled rnilk ; all the rest is only referred to. — ^Thus o.ur explanation is 
not open to the objection (of a single sentence enjoining several accessory 
details). 

SOTEA (4). 

Also because we edstd a bbpetitiok oe Cuedling. 

Bhd§ya. 

The text indicates the repetition of the curdling-prooess. — “ How so ? ” 
—We read thus — If he fears that the Moon may rise (and the day may 
thus not be the Moonless Day) then he should prepare the offering-materials 
at noidnight, and should keep by the unhusked rice ; half of the curd he 
should put into the milk for curdling it, — ^not the other half ; if the Moon 
does rise, then the next day he should curdle the milk with this latter half 
and use it ; if the Moon does not rise, he should feed the Brahmanas with 
the curd’. — ^Now, if the offerings laid down in the text form a distinct 
sacrifice, the rice, the curd and the boiled milk — all these would have to 
be regarded as things to be secured ; and these would be the ordinary (not 
sacrificial) things that would be secured; as at the time that they would be 
secured, the functioning of the original sacrifice will not have commenced ; 
under the circumstances, if the curd were nol^ spoilt, then, as the curd would 
already be there when the next day the Dars^-sacrifice comes to be performed, 
it would not be necessary to repeat the curdling process ; for at the 
Abhyuday^ti also that same curd woTjld be there ; hence there would be no 
second curdling process needed.— On the other hand, if what is laid down 
is the displacement of deities due tp a particular contingency, — ^then, as 
in the curd already kept, the rice will have been cooked, it would be 
necessary to have the second cxirdling in connection with the milk obtained 
for the Darsfta-sacrifice. — ^Thus then, the repetition of the Curdling-procese 
• would be possible only if the sentence is taken as laying down deities (in 
place of the original ones). 
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ADHYAYA VI, PADA V, ADHIKAEASrA (1), 

SUTRA <5). 

[In THE CASE CITED BY THE PCEVAPAK^IN] THESE IS INJUNCTION, 
AS rr IS SOMETHINO EEW. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapak^in that — “just as in the case of 
the Pashu^hdmS^fi, the text, ‘ One who desires.cattle should remove the calves 
after performing the Dars^-saerifice is taken as laying down a distinct 
sacrifice [so should it be in the case in question also] — This has got to 
be refuted ; and in refutation of this we argue as follows — ^In the case of 
the Pashu-Mmeafi, it is only right that the text should be taken as enjoining 
a distinct sacrifice why ? — because it ia something new ; in that case there 
is no sacrifice mentioned which has been already enjoined elsewhere ; the 
sacrifice spoken of is begun after the completion of the Darste-sacrifioe, 
as is clear from the phrase ‘ after performing the Daraha-aacrifice ’ ; and as 
the sentence speaks of the * offering ’ connected with a substance and a deity, — 
and there can be no connection between the substance and the deity without 
the former being qipen away to the latter,— it implies the act of sacrifice. — 
Such, however, is not the case with the text under consideration ; in this case 
it is the original sacrifice that is recognised as spoken of, and it is only the 
connection of the substance used, at that same original sacrifice with a 
different deity, that is enjoined ; and hence this is not open to any objection. 

SUTRA (6). 

In the case of the ‘ IYve-Plattbb-oeeeeing ’ [it is only bight 

THAT IT SHOULD BE EEGABDED AS A DISTPOT SACBIPIOB], 
BECAUSE THEBE IS DEFECT IN THE MTT.X ; IN THE OTHEB 
CASH HOWBVBB, THE SUBSTANCE IS NOT DEFECTIVE. 

.BMsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapak^ that — “ just as in the case of the 
Pive-Platter-offeringf it is a distinct sacrifice that is enjoined, so should it 
be in the case in question also — ^This has to be refuted, and in refutation 
of this, we argue as follows — In the case of the Five-Platter-ofering, it is 
only right that it should be regarded as a distinct sacrifice, because the 
material in that case has become defective (spoilt), in regard to which 
the Deity is laid down ; and hence in that case the substance has got to be 
enjoined as something that must be secured and when a fresh substance 
is seemed, «.t>H the Deity also is a new one, then the connection between 
these (in the form of a aacrijke), which has not been previously enjoined, 
should naturally be taken as enjoined. — In the case that we are consider* 
' ing, however, the substance has not become defective (it remains the same 
as that of the original sacrifice), hence we take it that it is in reference to 
that same substance that fresh deities are enjoined in connection with the 
same original sacrifice. For these reasons, there can be no objection to this 
explanation. 
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SHABABA-BHilgiYA : 


BVTBA ( 7 ). 

[Objedim]—‘' Thu same is the case with the Gtod-Buttek-Mixttos 
Also ”, — IF THIS IB tnaoBD [then the answer is as given in 
the next iS^wim]. 

Bha^a. 

If it he urged that — “ There has been a defect in the Curd-Butter •Mixture 
also (which is the substance med at the original JXwsifen-sacrifice) ; because 
on account of the rising of the moon, that also has become defective through 
the transgression of the right time ”, — [then our answer is as follows]— 

StJTRA (8). 

Not so ; because that (Cubd-Buttbb-Mixture) has kot become 

DEFECTIVE, — THE CONDITIONS BEING EQUALLY AFPLICABLB (TO 

both cases), 

Bhd$ya. 

It is not so; in the case of the ‘ Five-Platter-offering* the substance has 
become defective, while in the present case, it remains unspoilt. 

“ But certainly the substance in the present case has become defective 
on account of the transgression of time.” 

It has not become defective ; because the concUki-ons arc eqtuiLl^ applicable ; 
the laying down of the expiation on the rise of the Moon is applicable to 
the case in which the substance has become defective, aa also to the case in 
which the substance has not become defective, by the transgression of the 
ti tne. In fact, the Deity can be enjoined in regard to the substance that 
may be used at the wrong time also ; it rs only when the substance ha.s 
been destroyed that no such injunction of Deity is possible in regard to it. 

8UTRA (0). 

As FOB, THE MENTION OF THE ‘ BolLED MiLK IT LS FOR THE PURPOSE 
OF INDICATING (A CERTAIN QUALITY). 

Bhd^a. 

It has been argued that — ” no Deity is enjoined in the text, in regard 
to the original substance ; as all that is mentioned is ‘ the cooked rice in 
milk ’ ; and no boiling has been done at the time of the rise of the Moon ” ; — 
this has got to be refuted ; and in refutation of this, we urge that the mention 
of the ‘ boiled mflk ’ is for the purpose of indicating a certain quality, — 
‘ boiled milk ’ standing for which possesses the ^uMties of boiled milk. 

[What ^ould be done according to this conclvision is, that in expiation of the 
transgression of the time, the Darsha-asuoifice itself is to be performed, but tho 
offerings are to be made to the deities, mentioned in the text we have been con- 
sidering, — and after this DaraJia has been perfoixhed, then there should follow the 
ordinary regular Darsha.'] ^ ^ „ 


Adhikaeana ( 2 ) : At the Updrhshu-sacrifice there is com-' 
plete Displacement of the Deity and hence of the 
‘ UpdThshuydja ’ itself. 

SUTRA (10). 

[PCaVAPAKSA] — “ In the case of the ‘ UPAMSHirriJA as thebe is 
NO BBGLAEATION (OF OTHER DEITIES), IT SHOTTLD BE DONE AS 
AT THE ORIGINAL SACRIFICE.” 

Bhdsya. 


In regard to the same Abhyudayeaii, there arwes a further question — . 
[At the Darsha-Purpamdsa, there are offerings of Cake, as also of Clarified 
BtUter ; the latter being called ‘ Updmshtiydja ’ ; — ^in the forgoing Adhika/rcma,. 
it has been decided that in the event of there being a transgression regarding 
time, the performer should perform the Ahhyvdayisti, which consists of the 
Dars/ia -sacrifice itself, with this difference that the original deities of the 
DarsJwi are replaced by others specified in the text quoted ; the text quoted 
has mentioned the offerings of the Cake ; but at the Darsha, in addition 
to the offerings of Cake, there are offerings of Clarified Butter composing the 
Updmshuydja ; hence] — Is there to be the same ‘ displacement of deities *' 


at the Updmshvydja also — or not ? | 

On this question, the Purvapak^a view is as follows ; — “ The Updmshu' 1 

ydja should be performed like the original sacrifice ; — ^why ? — because there, ^ 

is no dedaration {of other deities) ; i.e. in the case of the offerings dealt with I 

in the foregoing Adhikaraipa, there was a declaration of other deities, in I 





the text — ‘ Cakes made of the medium-sized rice should be offered to Agni- 
Datr, ; the larger-sized rice cooked with curds, to Indra-Praddtr ; and those 
made of the finest rice cooked with boiled milk, to Vimu~Shipivi§ta ’ ; but 
in connection with the Updmshuydja (at which the offerings consist of 
Clarified Butter, not of Cakes), there is no such declaration of other deities ; 
hence [when it is performed as part of the expiatory Abhyudaye^ti]^ the 
Updmahuydja-ofierixigs should be made to the same deities as those at the 
original Daraha-sacrificx.^^ 

SUTRA (11). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^In REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE DISPLACEMENT (OF THE 

Deities), because of the peculiar nature of the activity 

CONCERNED, JUST AS IN THE CASE OF THE OTHER 
OFFBEINGS- 

;■ , Ehasya. 

The particle * w ' (‘ in reality *) implies the rejection of the Purvapakfxi 
view, , i-v ■ '' - f \ . 


1118 


SHABAItA*BHA§yA : 


There shotUdhe Msplacement — of (deities, »t) the UparhsJvnyaja . — ^Por what 
reason ? — Because of the peouBm' nature of the actmty cmc&med', in the last AdM- 
karana, the ground for the displacement of deities consisted in the faet that 
certain rites were performed at the wrong time. — “ Why should that be a 
ground (for it in the present ease, of the Upa/hsh4eyafa) ? ”~In the former 
■case, what happens is, not that on the rise of the Moon, the different kinds 
of rice are brought in for the purpose of being divided, but that the dividing 
is laid down of that offering-material after the preparation of which the 
.Moon has risen, — ^for the man who has'trerisgresBed the time as evidenced 
by the rising of the Moon. — “How do you know that ? ” — ^Because it is 
not specified by whose fault the Moon has risen ; in fact, it is everybody’s 
fault ! The faxtlc of the transgression lies in the rites being proceeded 
with at the wrong time ; such being the case, the ‘ offering-material ’ cannot 
be specified as ‘ rice ’ ; — consequently the ^ dividing ’ laid down in the text 
•should apply to the Up&rhahuyd^a also. — Now, what the sentence ‘He should-,' 
divide the rice into three parts ’ has been taken to do is to displace the 
original deities, and what the injunction lays down is that ‘ the division 
•should he made’. — Why so? — Because the subsequent sentences lay down 
details regarding that ‘ division *■— in the form ‘ this substance should be 
offered to that deity and that to that other ’ ; but even that substance in 
regard to which there is no speoifto allocation also becomes included tmder 
the general terra ‘divide’. For these reasons, just as there is ‘division’ in 
other cases, so there should be in the case of the Updmahuyaja also [and 
hence, in this case also there should be displacement of the Deities], Or 
(we may go a step farther) the original Deity having been disconnected 
from the substance, and there being no other deities named (as they are in 
the ease of the Cake.) in cignnection with that substance, — ^the Updmshv/ydfa 
itself would drop out [as without a Deity, there can be no sacrifice]. 

[As a matter of fact, the V'pUihakuySja is performed in connection with the 
Purr^mdsa saorifice, not in conneotion with the Dar«Ao-sacrifioe ; hence the passage 
'peaking of the rising of the Moon is not applicable to it ; hence the Adhiharana has 
to be taken as more or less hypoiheUecd ; that is, in case the Updihahuyaja 
also were performed m connection with the Darsha, it should be dealt with in the 
manner explained above. — Such is the opinion of the Nyayamdldvistara. — Such 
also appears to have been the opinion qf the other commentators ; as the Tup^lkd 
Jhas the following remarks — ‘ The Updthahuyd^a is performed during the Purnamasa, 
not during the Darsha ; nor does the author of the Yrtti agree to take this as 
a ELypotheticed diacuasion ; hence on the face of it, the Adjviharana would appear to 
have been wrongly brought in ; but it is not so ; because as a matter of fact, in the 
JBahvreha-Brahmana, the XJpdmahuydja has been actually laid down as part of the 
jDarsi^-aacrifice also’,] 


ADHiKAEAisrA (3) : The. ‘ Abhyudayesti * should be per- 
formed even though the offering-material may not 
have been actually prepared, 

SUTRA (12). 

[FCeyapak;§a] — “ The saobifice ^hotild be perfoembd only whin 

THE OEFEBING-MATEBIAL HAA BEEN ACTUALLY PEBPABED ; 

■ BECAUSE IT IS SO MENTIONED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same text as before, there arises the further question — 
Is the Abhyudayesti to be performed if the Moon rises after the ofEering- 
material has been actually prepared 1 Or also before it is prepared ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows The AhJvyuday^pi 
should be performed only if the Moon rises after the offering-material has 
been secured and prepared. — ^Why ? — Became it is so mentioned ; the text 
speaks of consecwxtion — ‘ If a man’s offering-material has been prepared — 
From this it is clear that what is enjoined is not applicable to the case where- 
the material has not been actually prepared.” 

SUTRA (13). 

[SiDDHANTA] — ^In BEALITY, it should be PEEFOEMED even if THE' 

MATERIAL HAD BEEN BEGUN TO BE DEALT WITH (WHEN THE 

Moon rose) ; as that would fulfil the conditions 

(UNDER WHICH THE AbhYUDAYE^TI SHOULD BE 
PEEFOEMED). 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ w ’ (‘in reality ’) g^ets aside the Purvapaksa view. 

What is laid down (regarding the performance of the Abhyudayesti} 
should become applicable to any case where the procedure with the offering- 
material has merely commenced at the wrong time [and hot necessarily 
when it has proceeded to the point of the materials having been prepared] ; — 
because that is enough to provide the contingency (under which the 
AbhyudayUti is to be performed), as laid down in the text ‘ Yasya havih 
abhyudeU, etc.\ where the ‘ offering-material ’ is mentioned as an indicator 
so that the condition laid down in the text is the ‘ rising of the Moon ’ in 
reference to the offering-material ;^this lhavih\ ‘offering-material’, can 
be such a contingency only when it has conunenced to be actively dealt 
with, not till it is l ying passive j — hence the phrase ‘ havih abhyudMi ’ should 
be taken to mean * if the Moon arises when the material has begun to bn 
dealt with ’ ; and we cannot qualify the material as being actually ‘ prepared ’ ; 
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shababa-bhI^ya : 


■m in that case there would be a syntactical split. — the sentence were con- 
strued as ‘ If the material ImB bem pne^red, — and not if it has not been 
prepared’, then there could be no such assertion as ‘if the Moon rises’. — 
— ^From all this it follows that the Abhyudayeati is to be performed even if 
(on the rising of the Moon) the offering-material has not been actually 
‘ prepared ’ [it is enough if it has begun to be dealt with]. 

SUTRA (14). 

The O’thbs "wobb is puebly indicative, 

Bhasya. 

It has been argued that—" the qualifying term ‘ prepared ’ is actually 
present in the text— Yasya havimiruptam, etc.’ — ^But as a matter of 
fact, the word ‘ prepared ’ is purely indicalive ; standing for anything being 
procwded to be dealt with 

SUTRA (15). 

We also mnd texts indicative of the same conclusion. 
Bhasya. 

Thfflre is also another text which points to the same conclusion: ‘6'a 
yadyagrhltam . .... ^aahrtphdihHdn' [‘ If the Moon rises before the ofTering- 
material has been taken up, the following well-known prfxseduro should 
be adopted: — On the previous day, there should be secured milk and 
•curd as offering-materials ; curdling also is to be done ; they let loose the 
calves ; those same they again remove ; they remove them in the afternoon 
by means of a stick of PaMsha-ioood ; — all this is indeed known as to bo 
.done on the Moonless Day ; even if he do not intend to perform the sacrifico, 
if the material is duly consecrated, and then the Moon rises, then he should 
prepare the unhusked rice in another way’]. — ^Tiiis text lays down an 
entirely different procedure to be adopted in the case of the Moon rising 
heforejdhe mcHerial has been taken up ; and this indicates that if the Moon 
Arises ^ier the material hm been taken vp , — even though it has not been 
pr&pared , — ^fche expiatory sacrifice (AhhyudayUti) should be performed. 



Adhikabana ( 4 ) : In the case of the AhhyudayMi being 
performed on the Moon rising before the material 
has been prepared, — the material shrmld he 
prepared and consecrated for the deities of 
the modified sacrifice, ^ AbhyudayeMi\ 


8CTRA (16), 


[PCbvapak§a]— In the event of the Moon hisino before the 
Material has been prepared, the preparation and con- 



secration SHOULD BE done. FOR THE DBITIKS OF THE 
ORIGINAL SACRIFICE, — ^SAYS AsHMARATHYA ; ON 
THE GROUND THAT THOSE DEITIES ABE SPOKEN 
OF AS TO BE DISPLACED ONLY AFTER THE 
' RICE ’ HAS BEEN SECURED.” 

Ehd^. 

It has been settled that if the Material has merely begun to be dealt 
with (before the Moon rises) it fulfills the conditions tmder which the 
Ahhyuday^ti is to be performed. — ^Now the question that arises is — ^Are 



the contingent ‘ displacement of the original deities ’ and ‘ introduction 
of other deities ’ to be done after the ‘ preparation % when the material 

been turned into ‘rice’, — and the ‘preparation’ itself is to be done 
for the original deities ; after the Moon has been seen to rise ? Or should the 
‘preparation’ be done for the new deities connected with the modified 
sacrifice (of the ? 

On this question, the Purvapakm view is as follows: — “In the event 
of the moon rising before the material has been prepared, the stdmquent prepara- 
tion and consecration should b0 done for the deities of the original sacrifice, 
— so the teacher Ashmarathya has held. — ‘ Why so ? ’ — Because those deities 
are spoken of as to be displaced after the rice has been secured ; in fact, we find 
the displacement of the deities after the grains have been prepared 
and turned into Rice ; the text — ‘ Yasya havimmqOam, purastdt chandramd 
abhyudiyat tredhd ia/tfduldn vihhajei- — speaks of the ‘dividing’ of the Bice 
after the Moon is found to have riseSoL ; and this could not be possible until 
the grains had been turned into l so long as there has been no 

‘preparation’, there can be no ‘riee* ?'h^ee the duties of the original 
sacrifice cannot be displaced f cops^Uj^^y, the subsequent ‘ preparation ’ 
should he done for those same ' j - 






Adhik.abais'A (5) : If the Ahhyudayesti is performed after 
the Material has been partly ^prepared \ — the 
remaining portion of it should be ^prepared’ 
silently, without reference to any deity. 

SUTRA (18). 

[i*(?BVAPAK§A (A)] — “ If the handfuls of corn have been partly 

‘ PREPARED THERE IS NO DISPLACEMENT (OF THE DbITIES) ; 

AS THEY ARE SUBORDINATE TO THE 
‘ PREPARATION 

Ehasya. 

Whea the ‘ preparation ’ of the ‘ Four Handfuls ' of com has been 
commenced, but not finished, [if the Moon happen to rise], then there 
arises the question — ^What'has been prepared is already ‘prepared’ ; but 
what renxains,-^ — ^is that to be prepared and consecrated to the deities of the 
original sacrifice ? Or to those mentioned in connection with the modified 
sacrifice {Abhyvdaye^pi) ? Or only silently (without the name of any deity) ? 

On this question, the first Purvapak^a view (A) is as follows “ When 
the material has been partly prepared — ^i.e. half-prepared — ^there should be 
no displacement of the deities. — Why ? — ^Because the Deii/y is subordinate to 
the ‘ Preparation ’ (consecration), not to the ‘ handfuls and the Preparation 
and Consecration (already done) have been done with reference to those 
deities (i.e. the deities of the original sacrifice). — ^How so ? — Part of the 
material having been already prepared, all that remains to be done is to 
repeat the same process for making up the number ‘ four ’ ; and hence it is 
this repetition that is done again. And as the Preparation has been done 
already (though partly), the Deity has not been removed ; and w'hen that 
same act of Preparation is repeated again, it is only right that the Deity 
should still remain wndisplaced. Hence it follows that the preparation and 
consecration should be done to the deities of the original sacrifice. The 
later ‘ handful ’ of the com is not a distinct material (other than the previous 
handfuls which have alrea:dy undergone ‘preparation’), by virtue of which 
diflerence, the original deity could be: displaced Because what is done 
later on is only that the requisite nrtmber iof the Prej>aration and Con- 
secration is made up. — ^From all this it follows that there is no displacement 
of the deities of the original sacrifice.’*, '' 

' ' / , !27 ' •’■•I ' 



SHABABA-BHlfJYA 


SUTRA (19). 


[POevapak.?a (B)]— ‘ The coiTSfECTiON is wrm what does hot belono 

TO THE OKIGIHAE SACBHICB, AS THE PLACE OF THE DEITIBS 
OF THE ORIGINAL SACEIFICE HAS BEEN TAKEN BY THE 
OTHER DEITIES.” 


[Second Purvapalcaa] — -“The Material is not to be consecrated to be 
deities of the original sacrifice. — To whom then ? — ^To the deities mention 1 
in connection with the modified {Ahhyvdmjesii) sacrifice.— Why so ? — 
Because we find it spoken of as connected, — ^not with what is already 
there in connection with the original sacrifice, but — ^with such particular 
deities a« are not connected with the original sacrifice. Because the sentence 
‘ The Rice should be divided into three parts, etc.’ already lays down that 
the material should be wrested from the deities of the original sacrifice, 
and be consecrated to the deities of the modified sacrifice ; because these 
latter have by that time taken the place of the former. Hence we conclude 
that, when the material has been only half -prepared, the original deities are set 
aside and new ones come in ; consequently the remainder of the preparation 
and consecration should be done in connection with the deities of the modified 
sacrifice.” 


SUTRA (20). 

[Siddhanta] — Inasmuch as there is absence of the other (half). 

THE CONSECRATION SHOULD BE DONE SILENTLY. 


Bhdsya. 


Inasmuch as there is absence of the other half, — as connected with any 
deity, — the subsequent preparation and consecration should not be done in 
connection with any deity ; [i.e. it should be done silently]. — If there were 
consecration in connection with a deity, then one-half of the material would 
be consecrated to one deity and the other half to the other deity : so that 
it could not be ascertained whether the consecration had been to one deity 
or to the other. For these reasons, the best course would be to consecrate 
the material silently (-without reference to any deity) ; as otherwise, in one 
case or tlie other, there would be bound to be a breach of what has been 
determined before. 



SUTRA (21), 


SUTRA (22). 

[SiDDHANTA] — IjT REALITY, IT SHOULD BE PERFORMED IN BOTH CASESj 
ON ACCOUNT OF THE MENTION OF THE VEGETABLE 
SUBSTANCE. .. 


Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ w ’ (‘in reality ’) rejects the Purvapakaa view. 

Tn reality the expiatory sacrifice should be performed in both cases , — 
and not only in that case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture is the material 
used ; — ^because of the mention of the vegetable substance in the same 
text — ‘ Those grains that aje medium-sized, — ^large^sized, finest — ^where 
the vegetable substance (grains) is -mentioned ; and this can be xised (at the 
expiatory sacrifice) even by one who dioes not make use of the Curd-Butter - 
Mixture. Hence the expiatory sacsti^ce' cannot, .without some reason, be 
omitted even by one who does .i|pt make use of the Curd-Buti er-Mixtiire ; 
consequently it' should be performed, in 'both cases (where the snid Mixture 


Adhikabanta (6) : Whether or not the Gurd-Butter-Mixture 
is the material used, — the Expiatory Sacrifice 
must be performed if the Moon rises. 


[PflTRVAPAK^A] — “ Inasmuch as there is mention op the Curd- 
Buttbr-Mixtubb, there should be no performance op 
the expiatory sacrifice in a case where that 

MIXTURE IS NOT USED.” 


The same Ahhyrudayeati is the subject for consideration. In connection 
with that we read — ‘ Cooked rice in curd, cooked rice in boiled milk ’. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the expiatory sacrifice 
contingent on the rising of the Moon to be performed only in a case where 
the Curd-Butter-Mixture is the material used ? Or in all cases, without 
any restriction ? 

On this question, the Piirvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ The expiatory 
sacrifice is to be performed only in a case where the Curd-Butter-Mixture 
is, the material used. — ^Why ? — Because there is mention of the Curd-BvMer- 
Mixime -, — ^in the words ‘rice cooked in curd, rice cooked in boiled milk’, 
we have the mention of the Curd-Butter-Mixture ; in a case where the Curd- 
Butter -Mixture is not used, there would be no ‘boiled milk’ or ‘curd*; 
hence the expiatory sacrifice could not be performed ; if it were performed, 
it could only be defective.” 




S0TEA (23). 

[Objectiok]— “ T:his CAinsroT be, as it would bendeb the sacbifice 
DBEEOT ivE ”, — ^lE TBOB BE TTBOED [then the answer will be 
as given .in the next Sutra], 


It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that— “ in a case where the 
Gurd-Butter-Mixture is not used, as there would be neither Curd nor Boiled 
Milk, the offering could not be one in which Curd has been used as a means ; 
so that in such a case there would be a defect in the act 

This is what has got tb be refuted ; [and this refutation is put forward 
in the following iSwim]. 


SUTRA (24). 


BECAUSE IT IS HOT AN EMBELLISHMENT OF IT. 


■V\^t has been urged is not right. In the matter of the cooking of rice, 
the Curd has not been spoken of in the text as the substance in which the 
rice is to be cooked ; aU that the text says is that ‘ j-ust as the larger-sized 
grains are offered to Indra-Pradair, so also is the Curd*, — all that is enjoined 
being the connection of the Curd with the particular deity, not with the 
cooked rice. If connection with the latter were taken as enjoined, then there 
would be a syntactical split, the construction being — ‘ The larger-sized 
grains are to be offered to that particular deity, — and the grains are to be 
cooked in Curd — As for the Locative ending (in ‘ dadhonvi ‘ in the curd ’), 
it is only a reference to something already known. Consequently the associa- 
tion of the rice with the curd and other things is not meant to be essential ; 
they are meant only to be the differentiating factors in the offerings. 
Hence it follows that, merely because milk and curd are not used, tliat can 
be no reason why there should be no ‘displacement of the deity’ in con- 
nection with the larger-sized grains ; because even though the Curd-Butter- 
Mixture be not used, the grains would be cooked in water. 


• V . • , . r ^ 


Aphikaraija ( 7 ) : The ^ Vishmjit^ sacrifice should he 
performed as soon as the performance of the ^ Satra * 
has been proceeded with, 

SOTEA ( 25 ). 

i [PtfBVAPAKSA] — “ The Vishvajit, Dina to be pbbeobmbd on someone 

I BETTBINO AFTER THE PERFOBMANOB BAS BEEN PARTLY DONE, 

SHOULD BE PERFORMED AFTER THE PURCHASE (OF THE 

Soma) ; because of the mention of 

‘ DIVISION 

/ 

Bhdsya. 


There is the text—' Yadi satr&ya dXksvtd aiha admyuO/idffiJ^am, soma- 


mapahhajya vishvajita atiratrexM sarvastomena sarvaprsffiima scrnHwedamdak^- 
tiena yajBran ’ [‘ After they have been initiated for the Sai/ra, if they retire 
after it has been partly performed, they should divide the Scema and perform 
the Vishvajit-Ativdtff-a, at which all hymns and songs are used and at which 
one’s entire property is given away as the sacrificial fee ’]. 

[That is, at the Satra, after the seventeen saCrific^rs have been initiated and the 
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Soma-p^^rchase]. — ^Why ^—Because tM required contingency would be there. 
The contingency that has been laid down as under which the Vishmgit 
should be performed is ^ retirement after partial performance’ ; — and this 
would be there as soon as the performance had commenced ; there is no 
ground for specifying that contingency as that which comes after the Purcham 
of the Soma. 

SUTRA (27). 

* The othee part of the text is merely indicative. 



It has been argued that — “ if they were to retire before the Purchase 
of the Soma, as there could be i\o sharing (division) of the Soma, the 
Vishvajit, if performed, would be defective — ^This has to be refuted. The 
refutation is as follows : — ^The ‘ division ’ (of Soma) is not what is enjoined 
here ; if it were, then there would be a syntactical split, the construction being 
— 'if they retire after partial performance, they should perform the Vishvajit 
sacrifice, — and after they had made a division of the Soma \ For this 
reason, the word ‘ having divided’ should be taken as a reference. — “But in 
what manner is it already known that it can be referred to here ? ” — Well, 
in all cases, when people are retiring from business, there naturally follows 
a division of the assets ; and it is this ‘ division of all assets ’ that is indicated 
by the mention of the ‘ divisipn of the Soma ’ ; the test thus indicating 
that ‘ the Soma should be divided as also the other things 

From all this it follows that whenever persons retire from the Satra , — 
either before or after the Purchase ;of the Soma, — ^they should perform the 
Vishvajit-sacrifice. 


ADHiKARAisrA (8) : The. IrdtdaMon should contirme for 
Twelve Days. 

StJTRA (28). 

[P0bv.4Pae:§a] — “ In regaed to the extent of the Initiation, one 

BfAY DO AS ONE LIKES *, AS NO DISTINCTION HAS BEEN MADE,” 

Bhmya, 

In connection with the JyoHstoma we read — ^Skd dik?d, tisra upaaadah 

paftchamAm prasutah- Haro <Ukmh, dvddasha dtk§dh\ etc. [‘One 

initiation, three upaaads^ the extracting of Soma-juiee on the fifth day;., 
three initiations*, twelve initiations ’] ; — where the extent of the initiation is 
yarioasly laid down (as extending over one day, three days, twelve days). 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^Is there to be no restric- 
tion — one may adopt any extent one likes ? ’Or, must there be twelve 
initiations ? • 

On this question the PurvapaJc§a view is as follows : — “ In regard, to 
the, &xtml of the wHHaUon, one may do whut one likes ; — ^i.e. there is no hard 
and fast rule. — ^Wlty ? — Became no distinction has been made ; the texts 
have made no distinction among the various numbers ; and one may adopt 
any number that one chooses.” 

SUTRA (29). 

[Siddhanta] — It should extend over twelve days ; bboaitse of a 

TEXT POINTING TO THAT CONCLUSION. 

Bhd^ya. 

One should adopt the * twelve days’ Course *. — ^Why ? — Became of a text 
pointing to that conchision. ‘ LUlgdt ’ means indicative power . — “ What is 
it that points to, or indicates, that conclusion ? ” — ^There is the text — ‘ Having 
been initiated for twelve days, one should beg for support ’ (i.e. beg for 
what is needed for the sa<ji‘ifice) — here the 'Uoehoe days'' Course of Initiation'' 
spoken of as the only course, which is obligatory, not optional ; — so that 
if one adopts the course akoays. he caimot adopt any other course. Hence 
the chaice i& restricted to Uie ^ twelve days' Coxuse As for the other courses, 
tlxey might be adopted at theeotypes of iAieJyotistoma ; so that the injimction 
of these also would not> be absolutely fmt^e^ ’ 



[The above is the presentation, ii^ijocwratfa according to the Bhdsya. 

Neither Kuinarila (in the TuppUca) nor Maa|ii|aw Mishra (in the ilftmarKsdnulTom 
aw-ept this pre^eJxUvtion. According tb thetnjSwhcw 28 and 29 embody two distinct 
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Adhikaranas,—l-n the former Adhi]tarcnna.{Sn. 28) the question is — ^At the Jyotistoma 
should there, be t-rndoe. days' Imtiaiion t Or is there no restriction ?— The Purm- 
jpaksa is thati there must be the ‘twelve d^ys’ Course’.— The Siddhdnta is that 
there should be no restriction. — In the second AdMkarorta (Su. 29), the question is — 
Is there entire option in all the ectypes of the Jyot/istoma ? Or is there any restric- 
tiion ? — ^The Purmpaksa is that, according to Su. 28, as there is absolute option at 
the archetype, Jyoti^ma, there should be option in the case of all ectypes also.— 
ThQ SiddMnta is that at tire ectypes — specially at the Dvddashaha s&cvi&ce — ^the 
tiodm days’ coivrss alone should be adopted.] 



Adhikahana ( 9 ): At the ^ Gavamayana ’ sacrifice, the 
Initiation should he done before the Full-Moon 
Day of the month of Mdgha. 

SUTRA (30). 

[FObvapaksa (A)]— “ It should be done on the Pull-Moon Day ; 

THEBE IS NO EESTEICTION AS TO ANY PAETICDLAB FULL-MoON 

Day ; because theee is no specification.” 

Bhdsya. 


In connection with the Oavdmayana we read — ‘ Puraatdt paurmmdayah 
chaturcdke diJcseraii ’ f' They should proceed with the Initiation on the fourth 
1 day before the Full -Moon Day ’]. In regard to this, there arises the question 

1 ---'Whioh F\ill-Moon Day is meant here ? 





The Purvapaksa view on this point is as follows It should be done 
on the Full-Moon Day, — ^there is no restriction as to any particular Full- 
Moon Day. — ^Why so ? — -Because there is no restriction ; i.e. there is no word 
used which would refer to any particular Full -Moon Day." 


SUTRA (31). 


[PUBVAPAK9A (B)J — “But fbom what follows immediately, 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS THE FULL-MoON DaY OF THE MONTH 

OF Chaitba.” 


^particle ‘iu’ (‘but’) serves to set aside the view put forth in the 
preceding Sutra. 

“ It is not true that there is no restriction (as to which particular Full- 
Moon Day is meant) ; because the Full-Moon Day meant should be that 
of the month of Chaitra . — ‘ Why ? ’ — From what follows immediately ; 
after having spoken of the Full-Moon Day in the text in question, the 
text goes- on, in. the next sentence, to describe towards the end of the 
passage,* the Full -Moon Day of the month of Chaitra — ‘ They should 
initiate the sacrificer on the fourth day before the sacrifice ; this Full -Moon 
Day of the month of Chaitra is the opening season of the year ’. — ^In view 
of this supplementary text, we conclude that the Full-Moon Day spoken 
of in the text ’ in question mn^ of the month of Chaitra , — in 

accordance with the principle laid .down under Sutra 1 . 4. 29 — that ‘ In 
doubtful oases, a definite oortctusibri Is1a|rived at with the help of Subsequent 
pamgq^ V’ ^ 'i' ’ 
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SUTEA (32). 

[SiDDHANTA] — REALITY, IT SHOULD BE THE FULL-MOON DaY OF 
THE MONTH OF MAGHA ; BECAUSE OF THE MENTION OF THE 

* EkastakI 



In term ‘wa’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the views set forth 
in the preceding Sutras. It is not right to say that it is the Full -Moon Day 
of the month of Chaitra that is meant ; because in reality, the particular 
Full-Moon Day meant should be that occurring in the month of Magha. — 
“Why?” — Because of the merUion of the Ska§tahd ; in connection with 
the Purchase (of the Soma) we find, the mention of the Skdstakd in the 
text ‘ For them the Purchase is effected at the JSkastakd From this it 
follows that the Purchase of the Soma can be done at the Skd^takd only, 
for the saerificer who has been initiated on the fourth day before the Full- 
Moon Day of the month of Magha, — not on that of the month of Chaitra. 
This is the indicative called ‘ force ’ (of words) ; and the indicative word 
always sets aside what is indicated by Syntactical Comiection. — ^From all 
this it follows that the Pull -Moon Day before which the Initiation is done 
is that of the month of Magha. 

SUtRA (33). 

[Objection] — “ There are other (Eka^takas) also ”, — ^if this is 
URGED — [ then the answer will be as given in the 
following 8vira\. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — '“If you hold the view that ‘the Full-Moon Day 
meant is that of the month of Magha, as it is only thus that the Purchase 
of Soma would be accomplished on the Skdstakd then, this cannot be 
right ; as every eighth day of every month is an ‘ jBkdstakd ’ ; as declared 
in the text ‘There are twelve Ekdstakds'. Hence what has been urged 
. by the Siddhdntin does not affect the Purvapaksa view.” ' 

SOTRA (34). 

[Answer] — That cannot be ; because the name ‘ Ekastaka ’ is 

APPLIED TO THE EIGHTH DAYS OF THE OTHER MONTHS, ONLY 
FIGURATIVELY ; IT LS ONLY THE EIGHTH DAY OF THE ONE 

MONTH OF Magha that is directly called ‘ Ekastaha ’ 

' ' ' ‘ 'in’ og'miIon parlance. 

: I'r,- . . . 

, , What, has been urged in. the, preceding Sutra cannot be right ; because 
to the eighth days of the otheh mehths the term ‘ Ekastaka ’ applies only 




ADHYAYA VI, PADA V, ADHIKAEANA (9). 


secondarily (indirectly) ; primarily it applies to only that which comes after 
the Full-Moon Day of the month of Afd^te -and when there is a conflicb 
between the primary and secondary Significations of a word, it is the primary 
one that should be accepted. Hence the Full -Moon Day meant must be 
taken to be that of the month of Mdtjha. 


SUTRA (35). 


Also because the omission of the iKiriATroN is spoken op as beino 

MADE GOOD (BY THE PURCHASE). 


lihtlsya. 

Says the text (Taltti. Sarh. 7. 4. 8. 2) — ‘ They should initiate on the 
Mka^ka ; this Mhds^alcfl is the wife of the Year ’ ; then liaving enjoined the 
Initiation on the fourth day before the JPuli-Moon Day, it goes on — ‘ For 
them, Purchase is accomplished on the Sk(2?fakd, thereby they rectify the 
Skdstakd \ Here it is declared that, if the Ekdftakd has boon omitted at 
the Initiation, it is rectified by the Purchase (of the Sotna) ; which clearly 
shows that it is the Full-Moon Day of the month of Mdgha that is meant. 
In connection with the ojEEering made on this eighth day of Mdgha, we have 
the following Mantra — ‘ Ydnjandh pratinandanti rdirm dhmumivdyatim 
samvatsarasya yd patnl ad no astu aumangall — iti aatakdyai auradhaa^, avdhd ’ 
Whom people welcome, as they do the milch cow coming home in the 
evening, — she who is the wife of the Year — may she be the liarbinger of 
prosperity to us 1 this offering is to Astakd the worshipful ! ’]. This Mantra 
clearly indicates that the Aatakd meant is the one in the month of J^idgha. 


SUTRA (36). 


Also BEOAtrsE plants aeb described as rising upon its appearance. 


BMsya. 

The following text shows that plants and herbs shoot forth on the 
appearance of the Aatakd^'' Herbs and plants and trees shoot forth on its 
arrival ’ (Taitti Sarh. 7, 4. 8. 3) ; — 'here we have the mention of the sprouting 
out of trees and herbs on the advent of spring; it is during the spring 
that they sprout out. This also shows that the eighth day of Mdgha is 
meant (which is followed by'^the spring). 


SUTRA (37). 

All the texts are indicative of this same conclusion. 


(1) The first indicative is the ^ose who initiate them on th 

Ekdatahd initiate at an ineonvehie».% time ’ J[Taitti. Sam. 7. 4. 8. I); tha 
time is called ‘inconvenient’ when people feel uncomfortable; and pe?opl 



initiate at the rotation of the x eaar ' ; nere rne rerm xur 

the sun’s passage from one side of the equator to the other [and this 
takes place in the month of Ma^ha\—{Z) The third indicative is the text- 
‘ They betake themselved to the Final Bath, not welcoming the water ’ ; 
if theV had been initiated on the Full-Moon Bay of the month of Chaitra, 
they would certainly welcome the water (as the weather becomes warm by 
that time) ; hence this also shows that it is the Full -Moon Day of the month 
of Mdgha (when it is cold and hence a bath is not very welcome). 



ADHiKARAijfA (10) : ff the ImtiaMon is piU off, the resf/ric- 
Horn reiaJtmg to U should cdso be put off. 

SOTRA (38). 

{PORVAPAKSa]— '' iKASMUOH AS ’mi TrME OF INITIATION IS PRES- 

ORfBEO, - IP IT IS passed OVER, THERE SHOULD BE NO PUTTING 

OFF OF SUCH ACTS AS ARE ESSENTIAL, AS THEIR TIME 
WILL HAVE ARRIVED.” 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with fche dyoti^poma, we read — ‘ Tasmdd-diksito na 
dadaU na pachaU na juhoU ’ f' Therefore on being initiated, one shall not 
make any gifts, nor cook, nor offer oblations’], 

£At the ./ yoUiafofna, on the fifth or seventh or eighth day from the day of 
iniliaiioru, thni'e is Sx/Anating of di& Soma-jwce ;-«after all the three stages of this 
have been finished, there cornea the Avabhrth-a Bath ; — after which the restrictions 
impost upon the Initiate, that he shall not make a gift and the rest, cease.] 

In regard to this, there arises the' question — ^If, on account of some 
obstacle emanating from man or -from God, fche time of Initiation is passed 
over and the Initiation is put off land as a necessary consequence the Juice- 
extracting and Ambhjrtha Bath also are postponed], — will the making of gift,, 
cooking awl offering of oblalion^i 1 i.b. the cessation of the restrictions imposed 
upon the Initiate] also be put off — or not ? 

On this question, fche RQn'vapaksa view is as follows r — “ They shall 
not be put off ; because the acts of ’making gift, cooking and offering libations 
are essential, as is clearly shown by such Vedio texts as ‘ One should offer the 
Agnihotra throughout his life ’ ; and they can be omitted only on those 
daj's on which the Jyotispoma along with its acce.ssories is laid down as to 
be performed ; so that, barring those days, on all other days, the acts in 
question must be performed, — as they have not been prohibited in reference 
to the days following those on which the Jyotiatoma is to be performed ; — 
hence the acts in question must be performed (they should not be put off), 
because their time will have arrived; [even though for some reason fche 
Initiation, etc. might not have been performed, yet fche time will have 
arrived all the same ; so that the Agnihotra and such acts must be performed 
even before the 

■ SUTRA (39). 

[SiddhIntaJ— In reauty, they should be put off ; because they 

HAVE BEEN PROHIBITED FOB. ON^, WHO HAS BECOME INITIATED ; 

TmiV CONDmOSf BEILINS THE SAME. 

Bhdsyct. 

The particle / ’ {‘ in reality ■"!-^tS'a^ide the Purvapaksa view. 



It has been held (by the PurvapaTcain) that there Hho«ld be no putting 
•off of the acts of making gifts and the rest. — But that is not right ; in rmlUg, 
they should be put off; — wlay l—rbecatise they have been prohibited for one who 
has became initiated ; i.e. they have been forbidden for th,B not 

in reference to the time of initiation. If it were taken to mean the lattei-, 
then, it would involve recourse to indirect indication ; while in our ©jjplana- 
tion, the w'ords are taken in their direct sense. Till th© AmbhHha Bath. 
is performed, the man remains an InUiale, So that cond4f4an rmmmta 
the same, i.e., the sole condition for the not-doing of the acts in question ig 
that the man is an initiate % and this is equally presetit in both cases — during 
the time of the performance of the Jyotistoma. as well as after the lapse 
of that time. From all this it follows that the a<?ts in question should be 
•put off (till after the Avrtitkftha Bath). 



Adhikabana ( 11 ) : Where the Jyotisptna has teen put off^ 
the ‘ Retrospective Hoinas ’ {Pratihomas) shall not 
he performed, 

SOTRA (40). 

In THE SAID CASE THERE IS NO ‘RETROSPECTIVE HOMA ’ ; JEST AS 
IN THE CASE OF THE PREVIOUS HOMAS. 


Bhdsya. 


In the case (dealt ■^ith in the preceding Adhikaratia) where the Jyotiftorm 



has been put off [by reason of the contin^iance of the restrictions regarding 
not doing the acts of cooking and the rest],- the Agnihotra and other Hoinas 
have not been performed (during the interval),— should the man count the 
omissions and perform the corresponding Eetrospective Homas [which have 
been prescribed as expiation for. the omission of such essential acts as the 
Agnihoira and the like]— or not ? 

On this question, the Punictpakaa view is as follows : — “ The omissions 
should be counted and the corresponding ‘ Retrospective Homas ’ should 
be performed.— Why so ? — Because the said Homas (of the Agnihotra and 
the rest) have been laid down as acts that must be performed ; so that, even 
when they have been omitted (at the right time), they have to be performed ; 
as it is only thus that their essential character (as acts that must be performed) 
is maintained. But of all those acts, it is only the Principal one that 
is essential ; and for the performance of that, much heed need not be paid 
to the time prescribed for it,~the case being like that of the flowing river ; 
hence, even though the prescribed time may have passed off, yet the 
acts should all be coimted up and their Principal parts alone should be 
performed. Just as the payment of fooding and wages being essential, 
whan the risht time has lapsed, it is aU counted up and paid up,- 





Adhikara^sta (12) : In *a case where the ‘ Udamsdnlyd ^ 
has been put off, the ‘ Eetrospective Homa ’ should 
not he performed. 

SUTRA (42). 

Also afteb, the ‘ Avabhrtha Bath till the ‘ UDAVASA]slrI-Ii§Ti/ 
[if certain Homas are omitted, thebe shotjld be no 
‘ Retrospective Homa ’] ; becafse they a he 
peobibtted acts. ■ 

Bha^ya. 

TSte question to be considered, neact is-^-After the AvcMirfha Bath, 
and before the UdjavasHmya-Iapij if certa in Homos (like the AgnihoWa) 
happen to be omitted by re^on of obstacles due to an act of man or God 
(which leads to the putting off of the Udavaaamya-Iafi ), — should the 
* Retrospective Homa ’ be performed — or not ? 

On this question, the Fumzpofeaa view is as follows : — “ The ‘ Retros- 
pective Homa’ must be p^formed; because after the Avabhftha Bath, 
the man has become freed from ‘ Initiation ’ (and its attendant restrictions) ; 
because the freeing of the man from the Initiations is the very purpose for 
which the Avabhjtha Bath is performed ; and hence after that it becomes 
incumbent upon the man to perform the Homas (of the Agnihotm and the 
rest); and as these. have not been performed [it follows that the expiatory 
‘ Retrospective Homa ’ must be performed].” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta : — After the 
Avabhrtha, and before the Udavasdniyd-latiy—^ii the Homas have been 
omitted, there should be no ‘ Retrospective Homa — “ Why ? ” — Becavse 
they cpre prohibited acts j there is a clear prohibition of the Agmhotra and 
other Homas in the following text — ‘The Agnihotra should be performed 
tlirough this {Udavasdmyd) Ispi, which resembles the Fire-laying Rite’; 
— liere there is a distinct prohibition of the Agmhotra prior to the Udavasdnlyd- 
Isbi ; and this prohibition persists till the time to which the Ifdavasdmyd 
has been put off. It is only thus that the direct meaning of the text becomes 
accepted ; under any other explanation, recourse would have to be had to 
an indirect indication.— Thus then, being prohibited, those Homas are such 
as ought not to be done ; and as such, when they have not been done (no 
wrong has been done, and hence) there is no expiatory ‘ Retrospective Homa 



Adhikabana (13) : When the ‘ Retrospective Roma ’ has 
been performed, the performance of the Agnihotra 
and other acts, which had- been omitted, 
should commence in the evening, 

SUTRA (43). 

In case the ‘ Retrospective Homa ’ is performed, the Agnihotra 

AND OTHER HOMAS (iN RETROSPECT) SHOULD BE PERFORMED 
IN THE EVENING. 

Bha§ya. 

In regard to the cases cited (in the last two AdMhara-nas), there arises 
the question — ^In the event of the ‘ Retrospective Homa ’ being performed, 
should the retrospective performance of the Agnihotra and other Homos 
commence in the evening ? Or in the morning ? 

Question — “It has been settled that' there is to be no ‘Retrospective 
Homa ’ [How then can this question arise ?].” 

Answer — We take it for granted that it is performed, and then proceed 
to discuss the said question ; so that the present is a purely Hypothei/ioal 
Discussion ; and it is introduced here with the view that it may be of use 
in the case of other similar instances. 

On the said question, the Pibroapaksa view is that, “there can be no 
restriction, as the performance is necessitated by the needs of the case 
[hence it should be done whenever the need arises] 

In answer to this, we hays the following Siddhanta : — ^If the ‘ Retros- 
pective Homa ’ is performed, then that retrospective performance of the 
Agnihotra and other Homos should commence in the evening. — “ Why so ? ” 
— Because it was with the evening-performance of th^ Agnihotra and other 
Romas that their omission began, and hence their retrospective performance 
should commence at the same point and should gO on in the same order. 





Abhiojraija (16) : The Homa to he performed on ‘ hreahage ’ 
and mwh other conMngemies is awMia/ry to the 
DarshohPmymMsa. 

■ 8VTRA (46). 

[PtraVAPAK^A]-— EXPIATION SHOTOD BE PBKFOBMED IN AIL OASES 

WHEB E THE OCCASION AMSES ; THE -BEIEOT (SOUGHT TO BE 
BEOTIFIEB BY THE expiation) APPLIES EQHAIIiY TO AEL.” 

Ehd^a. 

In conjaeotion with the Darsha'Piiriuxm&m, we read — ^Bhinne juJwii, 
skanm ’ [‘ One shoxild offer Homa when there is breakage ; one shonld 
offer Homa when there is spilling ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is this expiation consequent 
upon Breakage or SpiUing to be performed at the Da^aka-Purntomasa only ? 
Or in all cases, wherever there is Breakage or Spilling ? 

On this question, the Purvapakga view is as follows: — “Whatever 
expiation is prescribed in any context should be performed wherever there 
is any Breakage or SpiUing. — Why ? — Because the defect applies equally to 
aU ; the contingency under yrhich the expiation is to be performed is the 
common one of Breakage or SpiUing ; and this is what is meant to be the 
‘defect* spoken of here. — ^Through ‘Context’, the expiation should pertam 
to the Dardui-Purnamdsa only, but through ‘Syntactical Connection*, it 
pertains to other sacrifices also ; and ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ is more autho- 
ritative than ‘Context*. — ^Hence it follows that the expiation is to be 
performed in aU cases of Breakage or SpilUng.'* 


SUTRA (46). 


SHOULD BE IN THE SAME CONTEXT; BECAUSE THE 
WOED K THE SOLE BASIS FOE IT. 


Bha^a. 


It is oriy when there is Breakage or Spilling in the same context that the 
expiation is to be performed. — Why ? — Because the word is the sole basis 
for it. The (expiatory) Homos in question are syntactically connected with 
what occurs in the same context ; hence it is that the word ‘ yafUa ’ 
(‘8ho:ild sacrifice*) forms the basis for the notion of the sacrifice accom- 
panied by the Homa in question. Such being the case, the Homa con serve 
a useful purpose only if it helps that particular sacrifice (in whose context 
it' is .Broken of) ; otherwise, a result would have to be assumed, where there 
.is no sentence speaking of such a result. For this reason, the indication of 
‘ Syntactipal Connection ’ becomes rejected by this very fact of there being 
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no resulti (following from the expiation if performed apart from Darsha- 
PUnmmam); and on the basis of this fact, dne regard should be shown 
towards the indication of the ‘ Context ’ [and the Expiatory Homa should 
be taken as coimected with the Daraha-Punpzmdsa only]. 

S^EA (47). 

Also bbcaitse mB othek acts abb not modimoations 
(Ectypes) oe that. 


Either the Agnihotra or the Jyotiatoma (or such other sacrifices) is not a 
* modification ’ (Ectyx>e> of the Darsha-Pur^m&sa. If th% were Ectypes 
oi the Daraha-PurtjKmiSsa, then, on the breakage or the spilling occurring at 
that sacrifice also, the Ea^iatory Homa in question would have been per- 
formed. 









ADB:ffiABANA^(17): Evm when there are several simultaneous 
‘ disconnections \ the Expiatory Rite should he performed. 
StJTRA (49). 

[PtjBVAPAK§A]— “ IJT THE CASE OP SMHLTAHEITY (OF SEVBBAE DISCON- 
NECTIONS), THE EXPIATION SHOULD NOT BE PEBFOBMED ; AS THE 
DECLABATION SPEAKS OF A SEPARATE DISCONNECTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

Question : In a ease where there is disconnection between the Prastotr 
and the Udgatr, as also between the Udgdtr and the Pratiliartr (at one and 
the same time),— should the prescribed expiation be performed or not ? 

[At the morning jvice^extraction, when the Priests are going to recite the 
BaMspm^a Hymn, they go out of the House in a line, one following the other 
and catchmg hold of the end of his loin-cloth ; if any one of them loses hold of 
cloth of the other, there is a break in the line ; this is what is meant by 
Disconnection ’ and the expiation laid down for this disconnection is that— (1) 
I the Vdgair happen to let go the other’s cloth, then the sacrifico should be 
hnished then and there and no sacrificial fees should be paid ; and (2) if the line 
be broken by the Pratiharir, then, at that same pet-forraance, one should give away 
his en^bire property The question that arises is that, when the line is broken 
by both these priests, should, or should not, the prescribed expiation be performed ?} 
On this , question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows In the case 
of swnuUaneitfy, the expiation should not be performed.—'Why ?— Because the 
declwaHon speaks of a separate disconnection ; what the texts lay down is an 
expiation on a separate disconnection. The ‘ disconnection ’ in the case in 
question is brought about by two persons, while wliat the text speaks of 
is the expiation when the disconnection is brought about by only one person, — 
either the Udgatf or the Pratihas'ir ; — ^that disconnection which is brought 
about by one man along with another man is not ‘ brought about by one 
man ’ ; if it were done by one man, then it would be done by him ; what 
would be there to be done by the other man ’—From all this it foUows 
that when two priests become disconnected at one and the same time, there 
is to be no expiation.” 

SUTRA (60). 

[SiddhInta]— In beauty, thebe should be expiation, because 

THE CONTINGENCY HAS OCCUBBED ; IT IS ONLY THE TIME 
THAT IS ONE AND THE SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the expiation should be performed even in the case of simulta- 
neity ; because in that case also, the contingency has occurred, — in the 
shape of the disconnection, of the Udydtr and that of the Prathhartr. In a 
case where there is disconneotiou of two persons, both are disconnected, — 
one as well as the other ; because * disconnection ’ is only the separation of 
two persons who have been tc^eiihesr.j and it subsists in both the persons 
also ; as the separation is done one independently of the other ; and so 
also by this other (independency fqnner).:— is only the Ume that is 

one and the same ; and thf saane|a^.^ the time does not ma)ce«the two dis- 
cormteiians the some. — ^From all t^s itf follows that even in a case where 
there are simultaneous disconnections, the expiation should be performed. 



ABHiKAEiJsrA ( 18 ) : In the case of simuUaneom disconnect 
tions, there ‘should be option between ‘ no Sacrificial 
Fee ’ and ‘ the Mntire Property as the Fee \ 

SUTEA (51). 

On acootjnt oi- the two being mutually oontrauiotoby, 

THERE SHOULD BE OPTION. 

Ehdsya. 

In a case where there is disconnection of both the Udg3if and the Prati- 
hartr, there arises the question — [There being two courses laid down, (1) 
the finishing of the sacrifice without paying any Sacrificial Fee and (2) finishing 
it with one’s entire property as the Sacrificial Fee] — should there be an option 
between ‘ No Fee ’ and ‘ Entire Property as Fee ’ ? Or should it be both 
together ? 

To this question, the natural answer is that the ttoo couraea bemff 
muAwxWy contradictory, there aJmjM he option j that is, the two courses laid 
down are inconsistent with one another, — ^in one case no fee being given, 
and in the other, one’s emiire property l»mg given ; hence there should be 
option. 

SUTRA (62). 

[Objection] — “ In fact, both the courses could be adopted 

IN DIFFERENT PERFORMANOBS.” 

Bhasya. 

The term ‘ ua ’ (‘in fact ’) sets aside the view set forth above. 

“ It is not right that there should be <^^ion ; because both the courses 
are equally enjoined ; it is only thus that the declaration of the entire pro- 
cedure including all the details becomes followed. If there were an option, 
in one case one alternative would be rejected. Hence both the courses 
should be adopted together. — As for the argument that ‘ on accoxmt of the 
two comrses being mutually contradictory, there should be option ’, — our 
answer is that hoi^ the couraea could he adopted in different performances ; 
it is for this reason that the injunctive term * should sacrifice ’ has been 
repeated twice ; so that when action would be taken in accordance with one 
injiinctive word, one course (no /ee) ivpuld 8e adopted, — and when the action 
would be taken in accordance with other word, the other course {entire 
property aa fee) would be adopted. In this manner, there would he no 
inconsistency. — ^For this reason, both Ihe expiations should be performed.” 
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SUTRA (53). 

[Answer]— Not so ; as only one course can be adopted 

AT ONE TIME. 


Bhd^ya. 

It camot be as has been suggest6d.-TOy erne ccmrss coa 

be adopted at one Urm. la fact, the same sacrifice wotdd have to be repeated 
over again, if, in the event of either of the two courses being not adopted 
the sacrifice were regarded as defective; in that case, in the event of the 
entire property being given away, the sacrifice would be defective, as the 
course of ‘ no fee ’ would not have been adopted ; the adopting of one course 
cannot imply the following of the other course. Then again, the ‘giving 
■of no fee’ and the ‘giving away of the entire property’ do not constitute 
the prmoipal factors ; it is the sacrifice which would become connected with 
the performance equipped with aco^ory details (like the Sacrificial Fee and 
the rest). 

From all this, it foUows that there should be option between the two 
■courses. 


U. fj- -i ■ 




Adhieabai^a ( 19 ) : In a case where the two Disconnections 
occur one after the other, the Expiation performed 
should he the one laid down in connection with 
the later Disconnection, 

SUTRA (54). 

In the case of one (Disoonnection) coming after the other, the 

FORMER IS WEARER, — ^AS IN THE CASE OF THE ORIGINAL 

Primary. 


Bhd^a. 


The question that arises next is — ^In a case where the Disconnections 
occur consecutively, is the expiation to be performed to be that contingent 
upon the former Disconnection ? Or that contihgent upon the latter ? 

On this question, the Punapaksa view is SkS follows : — “ Greater regard 
should be paid to the former one ; i.e. when the former Disconnection 
has occurred, and the performance of the expiation contingent upon it 
has become necessairy, — so long as it is there, one cannot do anything in- 
oorapatible with it ; in fact, what is incapable of being done can never form 
tire object of an injunction } and th«fe can be no doubt that it is the recogni- 
tion of the former Disconnection that comes first. For this reason, if there 
were something to be done which would not interfere with it, there would be 
nothing wrong in that being done. — * But where would the other alternative 
be adopted ? ’—In a case where the second Discoimection would occur 
alone by itself. — From all this it follows that greater regard should be paid 
to the former.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta In the 
case of one Disconnection coming after the other, the former is weaker. — Why ? — 
Whenever a verb speciks of something to be done, there is the concomitant 
notion that ‘.it should be done in the way it can be done ’. In the case in 
question, what is to be done can be done only in the way of rejecting what 
is due to the former oontiagency, not in any other way. Hence the text in 
question must be taken to mean that ‘ the expiation to be performed should 
be one adopted after the rejection of that contingent upon the former Dis- 
oonnection 

Says the Opponent — ” As soon as the conception of the former expiation 
appears, it follows that any other conception to the contrary must be wrong 

Reply — ^But so long as the second conception has not actually appeared, 
it cannot be pointed out that ‘it is so and so*. Nor is it true that the 
first conception cannot appear until the second one has been denied ; 
consequently the conception that is yet to come cannot be taken as denied 
by the first conception. When the second conception does actually 
appear, it can appear only as rejecting the former conception; and thtia 



APHYIyA VI, PADA V, ADHIKAItANA (19). 


cepfcion ; — jiist as vn the, case of ike original Primary ; that is, in the perform- 
ance of the Ectypes, the details appertaining to the original Primary Sacrifice 
are set aside by those appertaining to the Ectype itself ; and here too, the 
reason is the same (as the one we have put forward above), — ^namely, that 
the conception of what appertains to the Ectype cannot appear without 
setting aside the previous conception of what appertains to the original 
Prinaary Sacrifice. And it is the conception of the accessory appertaining 
to the original Primary that should be taken as appearing first ; because 
the performance of the Ectype stands in need of the knowledge of the 
original Primary. — “ But in this case, what appertains to the Ectype sets 
aside what appertains to the original Primary, on the groimd that, while 
the former is directly declared (in a Vedic text), the latter can find room 
. in the performance of the Ectype only indirectly through Inference (based 
upon the General Eaw that ‘ the Ectype should be performed' in the manner 
of the original Primary ’).” — ^But as a matter of fact, even though directly 
declared, it could not set aside the other, if the meaning of the verb were 
not as we have explained above. Even though the conception of what 
pertains to the original Primary would be there, it would be set aside in 
the performance of the Ectype, simply because it could not be adopted.^ 
From all this it follows that it is only reasonable that the latter con- 
ception should be regarded as more authoritative. 



AphikajeUJSta ( 20 ) : Mven when the Disconnection is that of 
the ‘ Udgdtr% the Entire Property should he given 
as the Sacrificial Pee, • 

StjTEA (55). 

If mi UdgItr happeu to be the last, thee at the second 

PBEFOBMANOE OE THE SAOBUTOE, THE EnTIEE PbOPEETY 
SHOULD BE GIVEN AWAY ; AS IN THE OTHEB. 

Bhdsya. 

In a case where the Disconnection of the Praiihartf comes first and 
then that of the Udgair,-~-as an expiation of the latter Disconnection, the 
performance of the sacrifice -should be finished at that same point without 
any Sacrificial Fee, and then the second performance of the sacrifice should 
be taJren up. — ^In regard to this latter performance, there arises the question — 
At this second performance, what should be the Sacrificial Fee ? Should 
it be 112 (gold pieces ; which is the Fee prescribed for the sacrifice under 
normal conditions) ? Or the Entire Property (which is the Fee payable 
in cases where there is Disconnection of the Pratihartf) ? 

s On this question, the Piirvapdksa view is as foUdws ; — “ It should be 
a hundred and twelve. — Why ? — It is thus declared — ‘ At that performance, 
one should give what one had intended to give at the previous performance ’ ; 
and* at the previous performance, the Sacrificial Fee payable was the one 
that h&s been prescribed for the normal JyoUffoma (which is 112); hence 
it follows that at the second perfc^mance (which would be the normal 
performance), the Fee should be 112.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhmtav — ^At the second 
pei^ormaace, one should give away the entire property, — as in the other — 
i.e. as on the previous day, the entire property would have been ^ven away. 
— “ Why should the entire property have been given away on the previous 
day ? ” — In consequence of the discon'neaion of the Pratihartjr ; at the dis- 
connection of the PraUhartr (which had taken place on the previous day, 
prior to the disconnection of the Udgdtr), the Fee ‘ intended to be given *. 
must have been ‘ the entire property in supersession of the 112 (the 
normal fee prescribed for the Jyotispotna). — “ But on the previous day, he 
had intended to pay 112 also (the normal fee).” — ^True ; but by the giving 
away of the 'entire property’, that (112) also becomes given away (as 
part of the * Entire Property ’) j hence it is the ‘ Entire Property ’ that 
should be taken as ‘ what was intended to be given on the previous day — 
“ But it is possible that one’s * entire property ’ may be less than 112.” — ■' 
UTot so j when the normal fee is 112, the ' entire property ’ must be more 
, than that. — ^Then again, on the previous day, the man could not have 
intended to give 112 ; — that alone is said to be ‘ intended to be given away ’ 
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which is actually given away suhsequently ; — and H2 is not actually given 
away on the previous day ; — Whence ^that cannot be regarded as ‘ intended 
to be given awa;^ If there were such a notion, it would be entirely false ; 
while we have to deal with what is absolutely true. 

“ The ‘ entire property ’ also has been preclude (by the ‘no fee ’ 
consequent upon the subsequent disconnection of the Udgatr) ; hence that 
also cannot be regarded as ‘intended to be given’ and such a notion 
would be entirely false.” 

Not so, we reply. The performance of the Jyoti§toma that we are 
considering is that which is accompanied by a repetition (due to the dis- 
tmbance caused by the disconnections and the consequent expiations) ; 
and while it is true that in the first performance, the giving away of the 
entire property is precluded as being inconsistent with the ‘ no fee yet, 
in the second performance, the giving away of the enti/re property is actually 
enjoined; and in this there is 'no inconsistency; because it is practically 
the same performance of the same sacrifice, — and at this same was the 
Praiihartr disconnected; — Whence ‘the entire property ’ precludes the 112, 
and becomes ‘ what is intended to be given — ^From aU this it follows that 
in the case in question, the entire property is to be given away. 



ADHiBLAJLAisrA (20) : Even when the Disconnection is that of 
the ^ Udgdtr\ the Entire Property should he given 
as the Sacrificial Pee.’ 

SUTRA (55). 

If tttto Udgatr happbn to be the last, then at the sbcohd 

FEBFOBMA2TOB OF THE SAOBIFIOB, THE EHTEBB PBOFEBTY 
SHOULD BE GIVBH AWAY ; AS IH THE OTHEB. 

Bhasya. 

In a case where the Disconnection of the PrcUihartr comes first and 
then that of the Udgdtr , — as an expiation of the latter Disconnection, the 
performance of the sacrifice -should be finished at that same point without 
smy Sacrificial Fee, and then the second performance of the sacrifice should 
be taken up. — ^In regard to this latter performance, there arises the question — 
At this second performance, what should be the Sacrificial Fee? ShoxUd 
it be 112 (gold pieces ; which is the Fee prescribed for the sacrifice under 
normal conditions) ? Or the Entire Property (which is the Fee payable 
in cases where there is Disconnection of the Pratihartr) ? 

s On this question, the Purmpakaa view is as follows : — “ It should be 
a hundred and twelve. — ^Why ? — It is thus declared — ‘ At that performance, 
one should give what one had intended to give at the previous performance ’ ; 
and' at the previous performance, the Sacrificial Fee payable was the one 
that h&s been prescribed for the normal JyoUppma (which is 112); hence 
it follows that at the second perfohnance (which would be the normal 
performance), the Fee should be 112.” 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddhanUn — ^At the second 
performance, one should give away the entire yroperty, — aa in the other — 
i.e. as on the previous day, the entire property would have been given away. 
— “ Why should the entire property have been given away on the previous 
day ? ” — In consequence of the disconnection of the Pratihartr ; at the dis- 
connection of the Pratihartr (which had taken place on the previous day, 
prior to the disconnection of the Udgdtr), the Fee * intended to be giv®a ’ 
must have been ‘the entire property’, in supersession of the 112 (the 
normal fee prescribed for the Jyotispoma). — “ But on the previous day, he 
had intended to pay 112 also (the normal fee).” — True ; but by the giving 
away of the ‘entire property’, that (112) also becomes given away (as 
part of the ‘Entire Property’); hence it is the ‘Entire Property’ that 
should be taken as ‘ what was intended to be given on the previous day ’. — 
“ But it is possible that one’s * enthe property ’ may be less than 112.” — •' 
Not so ; when the normal fee is 1-12, the ‘ entire property ’ must be more 
than that. — ^Then again, on the previous day, the man could not have 
intended to give 112 ; — that alone is said to be ‘ intended to be given away ’ 
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which is actually given away suhseciuently and 112 is not actually given 
away on the previous day ; — Whence *'that cannot be regarded as ‘ intended 
to be given awa;^ If there were such a notion, it would be entirely false ; 
while we have to deal with what is absolutely true. 

“The ‘entire property’ also has been precluded (by the ‘no fee’ 
consequent upon the subsequent disconnection of the Udgdtr) ; hence that 
also cannot be regarded as ‘ intended to be given ’ and such a notion 
would be entirely false.” 

Not so, we reply. The performance of the Jyofistoma that we are . 
considering is that which is accompanied by a repetition (due to the dis- 
turbance caused by the disconnections and the consequent expiations) ; 
and while it is true that in the first performance, the giving away of the 
entire 'property is precluded as being inconsistent with the ‘ no fee yet, 

. in the second performance, the giving away of the e'niire property is actually 
enjoined; and in this there is mo inconsistency; because it is practically 
the same performance of the same sacrifice, — ^and at this same was the 
Pratihartr disconnected; — Whence ‘the entire property’ precludes the 112, 
and becomes ‘ what is intended to be given — ®rom all this it follows that 
in the case in question, the entire property is to be given away. 


Adhikabana (21) : If there is ^ disconnection^ at the 
^ Aharga'm sacrifices^, all the sacrifices do not have 
to he repeated, 

SUTRA (56). 

IbT CONNECTION WITH THE ‘ AhABOANA * SAOBIFIOES, THAT ONE SAOBIFICB 
ALONE HAS TO BE BEPEATBD DUEINO THE PEBFORMANOE OF 
WHICH THE ‘ Disconnection ’ has occuered ; 

BECAUSE EACH OF THE SACEIFIOES IS 
A distinct ACT. 



There is a set of sacrifices {Dvadashaha and the rest) which are called 
by the coUeotive name ‘ Aharga^ ’ ; during the performance of this set of 
sacrifices, if, on any day, the ‘ disconnection ’ of the TJd^air occnrs [and as 
a consequence, the performance is finished at that same point without any 
fla<(scificial fee, and the performance of the saorifi.ce has to be repeated], — 
there arises the question— At the second performance, should the entire 
set of sacrifices be repeated t Or. only the one at which the disconnection 
lias tafcen, place f 

Oa tins question, the Purvapakfa view is as follows: — “The entire 
set of sacrifices should be repeated ; — why ? — ^because the entire set becomes 
defective by reason of the non-performanoe of the sacrifices that would have 
followed the point at which the disconnection took place ; hence the entire 
set should be repeated.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta z — ^That alone should 
be repeated a4 which the disconnection has' occurred. — Why ? — Because each 
of the sacrifices (making up the ^ Ahargaiyi^) is a ddstinct act; that is, each 
sacrifice stands by itseK, and no one sacrifice is auxiliary to another. Then 
again, the word m the text is * iafvci ’, which means ‘ having completed the 
sacrifice — ^not * the sacrifice along loith its awjciUaries ’ ; the other sacrifices 
of the set, which would help in the entire performance, are already there, 
and will accord the required help. Hence only that one has to be repeated 
(during which the disconnection has taken place). 


End of Pdda v of Adhyaya VI. 


ABHYAYA YI. 

PADA VI. 


Adhikaiiai^a (1): At the ^ Satm^ all the sacrificers should 
he such as belong to the same ^ Kalpa \ 

SUTRA (1). 

IlT A CASE ■WHERE SEVERAL PERSONS JOIN TOGETHER HT SACEIETOING, 
THEY SHOXJLD ALL BELONG TO THE 'SAIVIE ' Ka L PA ’ ; AS IT IS 
ONLY THUS THAT THERE WILL BE FREEDOM FROM DEFECT ; 

AS IN THE CASE OF THE ORIGINAL PRIMARY SACRIFICE, 

BTia^ya. 

Sairaa are the subject-matter of the present discussion; these are 
spoken of in such texts as — (o) ‘ SaptadashawM'ah saircmdslran ’ [‘ At least 
seventeen persons sh ould take part in the Satra’] ; — (6) ‘ Ya evamvid^cimsah 
scOramdsate' -[‘Those who knowing thus undertake the Satra’] ; — (c) ‘ Ya 
evammdoamsah aatramupaya-ntr [‘Those who knowing this have recourse 
to the Saira - 

In regard to these Satraa, there arises the following question — -Are 
persons belonging to the same Kalpa and those belonging to several Kalpaa 
entitled to join together for the performance of a Saira ? Or must they 
all belong to the same Kalpa ? 

Qtteaiion — “What is the meaning of persons ‘belonging to the same 
Kalpa ’ ? ” 

Answer — ^There is a rule to the effect that — ‘The Nardshamsa should 
be the second Praydja for persons belonging to the following gotras — 
Bdjanya, Atri, Bodhryashva, Vc^fha, Vamya, Shtmaka, Kanva, Kashyapa 
and Sankrti ; and it should be the Tav,unapdi for others — According to 
thiH rule, some persons (those mentioned first) belong to the ‘ N&rdshamsa- 
Kalpa while ‘ others beloixg to the ‘ Tarmnapdt-Kalpa \ 

To the question propounded above, the natural answer that suggests itself 
is that — ^In a case where several sacrificers join together, those alone should 
undertake the Saira who belong to the same Kalpa . — ^Why so ? — Because 
it is only thus that there will he freedom from defect ; otherwise, the performance 
would be defective for that man whose Kalpa would not be followed in the 
performance ; [that is, if some Off the seventeen belong to the Ndrdshamsa- 
Kalpa and the rest to the Tarmnapai-Kalpa, then in the perfonnance of 
the. second Praydja, if the Ndrdshamsa i^ adopted, the performance becomes 
defective to that extent, for those of the' sacrificers whose second Praydja 
should be the Tandnapdf ] ; — and just as in the case of the original Primary 
Sacrifice {Jyotigtoma), unless the ^ p^ormance is free from defects, the 
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desired result is not obtained, so also in the case in question, the proper 
result would not follow (when the performance is defective). 

SUTRA (2). 

[P&BTAPAK^IlSr’S AEQ-TTMINT] — “ Ur FACT, ON THE STRENGTH OE DIEEOT 
DEOLAEATION (EVEN PERSONS OE DIEEEBENT ‘ KIaLEAS ’ MAY 
JOIN together), — AS IN THE CASE OE THE HeAD [OR 
THE ‘5sHIRA’ CjoBD].” 

BM§ya. 


The term ' va’ (‘ m fact ’) rejects the view set forth above. 

“ It is not correct to say that persons belonging to diverse ‘ Kdlpas ’ 
are not entitled to join together (in the performance of a Satra) ; in fact, they" 
also are perfectly entitled. — ‘How so ? ’ — ^Because it is open to all men, 
without any distinction, to be performers of the sacrifice, and there is no 
prohibition regarding persons ‘belonging to diverse ‘ Kalpas — ‘ It has been 
pointed out that if persons of diverse Kalpas join together, then the per- 
formance becomes defective (for some of them).’ — Our answer to this is that, 
even so, it should be permissible on the strength of the direct declaration ; the 
general injunction includes aU persons— also those belonging to diverse 
Kalpas. Under the circumstances, the defectiveness would be set aside, as in 
the ease of tlte Bead ; that is, there is the injunction that ‘ one should 
place the hxunan head ’ (TaittL Sam. 5. 2. 9. 2), and this touching of the 
heads of dead bodies, even though forbidden in Smrtis, is done on the 
strength of the direct deolaraticHi [without incurring any sin or defect) ; 
and it should be the same in the case in question also ; [i.e. even persons 
belongmg to diverse Kalpas should be admitted on the strength of the 
general injxmction, and this should not be the cause of any defectiveness in 
the performance]. 

" Or we may read ‘ dshiramt ’ (in place of ‘ shirovat ’, in the Sutra). The 
meaning in this case would be as follows : — There is the injimction that 
‘ at the Ktapeya one should live on Clarified Butter — for the purpose 
of obtainiag this Clarified Butter a cow is brought over, milked, and sent 
away , and then, for the secxiring of the AsMra-Gwrd (needed for cleaning 
the Soma), they bring in another cow, on the strength of a direct declara- 
tion ; — ^in the same manner, in’ the case in question also, the admission of 
persons of diverse Kalpas might be permitted on the strength of the direct 
declaration.” 

SUTRA (3). 

[AnSWEB] — ^It cannot be so j BEOAtrSB THE DECLABATEON 
IS NOT IN REEBRENOB TO ANYTHING. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been argued that — ‘ persons belonging to diverse Kalpas also are 
entitled to join together in the Satra * but this is not right ; in fact, only 
persons belonging to the same Kalpas can be so entitled. — Why so 1-^ 
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Beeaiise iA is only thus that there mn he freedom frorn defectiveness, — ^It has 
been argued that “even though defective, the sacrifice would be regarded 
as duly accomplished, on the strength of the direct declaration ’’.—But 
that cannot be ; because the decktraiion is not in reference to anything. On 
the strength of a declaration, only that much can be assumed without which 
assumption the declaration remains meaningless; in case the declaration 
(regarding the performance of Satras) had been made in reference to persons 
belonging to diverse Kalpas, then, with a view to save the declaration from 
becoming meaningless, it might be assumed that persons belonging to diverse 
Kalpas also may join in the performance of the Satra. As a matter of 
fact, however, the declaration in question has not been made in reference 
to persons belonging to diverse Kalpas ; and this declaration would serve a 
useful purpose if taken in reference to persons belonging to the same 
Kalpa. From all this it follows that persons belonging to diverse Kalpas 
are not entitled to join together (for the performance of Satras). 

SUTRA (4). 

[Objection] — “ They should be entitled ; because it is foe the 

PUEPOSES OF THE SACEIFICB, — ^MKE THE UdUMBAEA ” 

Post, 



“ Persons belon^ng to diverse Kalpas should be entitled to join together 
at the Saira. — ^Why ? — Because the Kalpa is for the purposes of the sacrifice ; 
Le. for persons belonging to the Vashistiui and other gotras the Ndrdshamsa- 
Kalpa is only a means for the accomplishment of the sacrifice; — and the 
act of sacrifice is common to all persons; so that, even when it is accom- 
plished by means of another’s. Kalpa, it is accomplished all the same for 
all men. Just as, when it is laid down that ‘ Having made the Udutnbara 
Post of the same height as the sacrifieer, they cover it up by whosoever’s 
height the Post is nieasured, the sacrifice performed with that post becomes 
accomplished for all other sacrificers also. — ^The Siddhdntin might argue thus — 
* [Wlien the text lays down tlie Ndrdshamsa as the second Praydja for certain 
performers] the Syntactical Connection connects that Praydja with certain 
particular persons (not with all) ; and this would set aside the fact of its 
being for the purposes of the sacrifice (and hence pertaining to aU persons), — 
which fact is indicated only by Context, [and Context is weaker than Syntactical 
Connectiony — It is not so, we reply ; because if that were so, then a result 
would have to be ’assumed. — ‘ But in the other case also, it is necessary to 
assume a transcendental result.’ — ^To that our answer is as follows — True, 
it has to be assumed ; but it is assmned, in that case, on the strength of the 
actual declaration of the entire procedure being taken to be syntactically 
oonnected as ‘ one sentence ’ ; wdiile in the other case, the declaration also 
would have to be assumed, and then**ifihfei Ssmtactical Connection with it. — 
It might be argued that * it might l^e. syntactically connected with some 
declaration fomid somewhere in the Veda’. — ^Even so, the Sjmtactical 
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Connection, SO assxuned, being with a sentence out of the Context and far 
removed,— would be far more complicated than that based upon the declara- 
tion in the same Context.” 

SUTRA (5). 

[Answer] — That cannot be; as that (Kalpa) is the 

PREDOMINANT FACTOR. 



What has been asserted above is not possible ; as that is the predominant 
fadtor ; i.e. the Kalpa in question is something that subserves the purposes 
of the Man. — “ How so ? ” — ^For persons belonging to the Vashisfiia and 
other goiras^ the Nardshamsa (as the second Praydja) forms an integral 
part of the sacrifice ; and when, for any man, something is an integral part 
of the sacrifice, that sacrifice accomplishes its results for him orily when it is 
associated with that something ; hence the sentence should be construed 
to mean that, for persons belonging to the Vashistha gotra, the sacrifice 
accomplishes its results only when it is associated with the Ndrdshamsa. 

SUTRA (6). 

As REGARDS THE ‘ UdITMBARA POST IT STTBSERTES THE PURPOSES 
OF SOMETHING ELSE, — ^LIKE THE PaN. 

Bha^a. 

It has been argued (by the Purtnpak^) that “as in the case of the 
Udimbara Post, so it should be in the present case also — ’But as a matter 
of fact, the Udu/mbara Post subserves the pxtrposes of something else ; and 
the sacrificer is foimd to be declared as an accessory (to the Post, as supplying 
■' a measure for its height). — “ But in the case of the Post also, the declaration 
of the entire procedure might indicate the predominance of the man 
(sacrificer).” — ^That does not affect our position. In the case of the Post, 
if it has b«en measured by the height of one sacrificer, it becomes ‘ a post 
measured by the sacrifioer’s height for all men ; while in the case in question, 
the ‘Kalpa ’ adopted by one sacrificer does not become adopted by all. — 
It i^ itf this sense that the Post is subservient to the purposes of something 
else, — like the Pan ; i.e. just as when it is declared that ‘ With the Cake-pan 
they winnow the husks the husks are understood as to have been win- 
nowed by means of the Pan which is really meant for something else (the 
baking of the Cahe), — in the same manner in the case of the Post also. 

' 9UTRA (7), 

[Objection}—" It could be done by another also if this be 
URGED [then the answer would be as given in the 
next jSttiral. 

I ^ ' ' s 

Bhd^a. , - < 

If you urge the following argument — “The measuring of the Post is 
done by the sacrificer ; this purpose can be served by the sacrificer at a certain 
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sacrifice by bimself, or by another $acrifker ; so iihat the measuring could 
be done by the sacrifiewr of another performance also,” — [then our answer 
is as follows] — 

*S0TRA (8). 

[Asist^R]— T hat cannot be ; as thebe is only one sacbificer sfoken 
OF ; the other has NOTHINO to no WITH IT ; AND THERE IS 
NOTHING TO QUALIFY THE WOBD. 

Bhdsya. 

Our answer is as follows — The sacrificer of another performance cannot 
come in (as supplying the measure of the height of the Post). There is 
nothing to qualify the term * sacrificer with the help of which there could 
be any restriction (as to which sacrificer is meant) ; but this much is certain 
that only one sacrificer is n^ant ; so that the J work to be done by the 
sacrificer ’ cannot be done by ivx> per^ns ; and hence no other sacrificer 
can be brought in. — Says the Opponent; — “The one man may be some 
other sacrificer, who will do all that is to be stone by the Sacrificer ."- — ^That 
cannot be so ; because the entire declaration of the sacrifice along with its 
accessories is addressed to the person who d^ires'the results expected to 
follow from that sacrifice. Further, in regard to the measuring of the 
XJdumbara Post, the word ‘ sacrificer ’ has not been qualified in any way ; 
hence no other sacrificer can come in. 

SUTRA (9). 


[Objecstcon] — But, inasmuch as there is a combination (of 

PERSONS BELONGING TO DIVERSE ‘ KaLPAS ’), THE CONTINGENCY 
CEASES, BECAUSE WHAT IS LAID DOWN IS SPECIFICALLY IN 
BEGARD TO THE PEBFORBIANCE BEING BY PERSONS OF THE 
VaSHISTHA-GOTRA ONLY ; — ^JUST AS THEBE IS IN THE 
CASE OF THE ‘ BrHAT ’ AND ‘ RaTHANTARA 


The particle ‘ ’ (‘but’) implies the rejection of the view set forth 

above. 

“ In the ease of there being several sacrificers, there is a combination 
of persons belonging to diverse Kalpaa, and hence the contingency ceases ; — 
why ? — because what is laid down is specifically in regard to the performance 
being by persons of the Vashistha-gotra only ; i.e. at such a performance the 
use of the Ndrashamsa (as the second Prayafa) is contingent , — and in another 
case (where ^he performance is by persons of other gotras), the use of the 
Tanunapat (as the second Praydfa) is coniingent. Iso%v in a case where both 
'these persons are performing the sac^ce; jointly, the performance cannot 
be accomplished by either of them dpgly ; hence no one of them is the 
performer in this case ; — so that, if the parson belonging to the Vashisfiia- 
gotra alone is not the only petformer, then what contingent upon that 
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being the case (e,g. the use of the Ndrashcmsa) cannot be done ; nor that 
which is contingent upon the other condition (of the performer belonging 
to a ffQtra other than Vashis^ha) ; — each of these nullifying the other.-— 
Just as in the case of the ‘ Brhat^ and ‘ Bathantara’ ; that is, when the text 
declares that * the Brhat-Bathantara Prstha should be used % then what is 
intended to be accomplished cannot be accomplished by the use of either 
^ the Brhat alone or the Bathdntara alone ; as in that case, neither the Brhat 
alone nor the Baihantara alone is the condition laid down. — Similar are the 
circtunstances attending upon the case we are considering.” 

SCTRA (10). 

Ih beauty, tbe connection beino with the bereo;bmance as a 

WHOUS, IT EOUCiOWS THAT THEBE SHOULD BE NO CESSATION ; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE HE IS BELATED TO TT AS THE 

‘Master’. 

Bhdsya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd ’ (‘in reality ’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth in the preceding Sutra. 

To the performcmce as a whole, each single person is related only as a 
performer ; — whence there should be no cessation of the contingent details. — 
“ But how can there be a performance of the act as a whole ? ” — Became he 
is related to it as the ‘ Master ’ ; the persons belonging to the Vash/isiha 
and other gotras, — ^by themselves, — ^are related to the act as ‘ Master ’ ; the 
act is beneficial to men ; and as such, it can bring its fruit to each (jf thorn ; 
thus it is that each of the persons would be the ‘ performer ’ of the act ; — 
and consequently, aU the details contingent upon such a person being the 
‘ performear ’ should come in. — Just as in the case of the declaration ‘ give 
this to Tunda’s mother the thing is given to her, even though she is tlm 
mother of both and DapiUha {aad. not of Tui^da only) ; and this 

on the ground that the whole of her is the mother of Tunda, and her 
motherhood is not distributed (in parts) between her sons. The case we 
are considering is similar to the case cited. — ^From aU this it follows that 
persons belonging to diverse ‘ Eialpas ’ are not entitled to join in the Satra. 

S0TRA (11). 

In the CASE OE THE TWO Samans (Bbhat and Rathantaea), theib 

CONNECTION IS WITH A PART OE THE ACT, DUB TO ITS PROLONGA- 
TION ; HENCE THEY COMB TO BE BELATED AS ACCESSORIES ; 

IT IS EOR THIS REASON THAT IN THAT CASE TEDEiRE 

IS EXCLUSION. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that “ the present case should be dealt with like 
the case of the Brhat £md BeOhemtara Samans ’’.—This has got to be refuted. — 
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As regards the two Sdmans, Brhat and Rathantara, they are connected with a 
paiTt of the action due to the contingent prolongation of the performance ; 
so that, in that case, both the ^Sdjwans, not one of them, are the means of 
accomplishing the act. The connection of the Sdmans is with a part of 
the Hymn, — ^not with the entire Hymn ; and the Sdman is spoken of here as 
a subordinate accessory, the Hymn being the predominant factor ; hence it 
is only natural that in this case there should be exclusion. 


Abhikabaka (2) : To the performaTice of the ‘ Kuldya- 
sacrifice \ the King and his Family-Friest are 
both joinily entitled, even though they belong to 
different ^ Kalpas^. 

SUTRA (12). 

[PijRVAPAKSA] — “ It is one person qfalutbd by BUALrry ; hence 

THEY SHOULD BELONG TO ONE ; AS IN THE ' CASE OF 

THE Hand.” 

Ehdsya. 

Tbere is the text — ‘ Stena rdjapurohitau sdyujyaTcamau ya§€ydtdm ’’ 
;[* Besiirifflg ahaerptiea, the Bjuig-Fanaily-Priest shoixld parfcom this {Kuldya) 
©a^fice ’]. 

la regard to this, there arises th6 question — “Who are the persons 
meant The two Family -Prhsta oftke King ? Or the King and Ms Family- 
Prieat f 

On this question, the Piirmjpofcsa view is as follows : — The two Famidy- 
Prieida of the Kmg are meant. — How ? — -The Djxal ending appears at the ©ad 
of the term ‘ purohiia ’ (farruiy-priest), and as such it can only signify the 
duaidiy of what is denoted by that term ; — it is the Family-Priest who is 
directly denoted by that term, not the King -, — because the term ^purohita* 
can denote the Pttrohita (Priest) only; while it is only through indirect 
indication of both the persons simultaneously being the substratum of 
duality that the Dual ending could take in the King also. — ‘ But one Kin^ 
could not have Vwo Family -Priests because the injunction regarding the 
Priest is in the form should appoint the priest {‘Purohitam vjmita'*), where 
the singular number attached to the Predicate must be regarded to be 
significant.’ — ^The answer to this is that, what we have suggested would be 
possible on the strength of the Direct Declaration (where the term, ^ puro- 
IwtQfu ’ actually appears with the Dual ending) ; and what is there that 
could not be regularised by Direct Declaration ? It is for this reason that 
two Priests should be understood to be spoken of. — Just as in the case of the 
declaration ‘ AhjalinS juholi' (‘Offers the oblation with joined hands’), 
the two hands of the same person are understood to be meant, though, 
ordinarily, it is not right for the left hand to be used for this purpose 
[yet, when the text declares in so mauy words that the oblation is oflEered 
by the two hands, the use of the left hand becomes regularised; — ^in the 
same- manner, in the case in question, though, ordinarily, it is not possible 
for a King to have two priests, yet, when it ia so d&clared, two.Priests will 
have to be employed].” 
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StiTRA (13). 

[Answer to the POrvapaksa]— But rr cannot be so ; because 
SUCH cannot be the meaning of the word. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ tu ’ but ’) implies the rejection of the view set forth in 
the above iSwira. 

It cannot be so ; — Le. it is not right that there should be two Priests ; — 
why ? — because such cannot be the meamng of the word ; the word 
rdfapurohitau^) cannot signify two Priests; — one King can have only one 
pri^t, as is made clear by the singular number attached to the predicate 
in the injunction ' Purohitam Jearoti' (‘appoints the priest’), where due 
significhnoe must attach to the singular number. — “It has been pointed 
out that there would be two Priests on the strength of the declaration to 
that eSect.*’ — ^The answer to that is that the idea in question cannot be 
baaed upon a declaration ; because what the term ‘ Priest ’ connotes 
is a <|Brtain degree of embellishment ; so that even though appointed, one 
would not be a ‘priest’ (unless he had that embeUishment). 

SUTRA (14). 

Further, inasmuch as the purposes are separately mentioned, 

THE CONNECTION SPOKEN OF CANNOT BE WITH TWO PERSONS 
OF THE SAME KIND. 

Bhd§ya. 

The purposes are found to be spoken of separately — ‘ Spieikml Power 
is the glory of the Brahmana, Heroism is the glory of the Ksatbriya which 
means that each of these two castes is connected with each of the two 
purposes. — From this also it is clear that two Priests are not meant — (one 
KsaUriya asidi one Bralvmapa are meant), . 

S^RA (15). 

As REGARDS THE HaND, IT IS SUBSIDIARY ; HENCE THE CONNECTION 
COULD NOT BE UNDERSTOOD AS BEING WITH ANOTHER 

(right hand). 



It has been urged (by the Purmpah^, under Su. 12) that “it is for 
this same reason that the two hands pf the same man are taken as forming 
the Ahfali (even though ordinarily, the left hand is regarded as unfit for xise) 

— ^In the case of the Hand, it is only ;r%ht that it should be so ; because it 
is subsidiary; i.e. in th6 forming of the AnjaU (‘joined Hands’), the left 
hand is subsidiary to the right hand ; as without the left hand there could 
be no AnjaU ; certainly the two right hands are not called ‘ Aiijah ’. — 
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Hence in the ease in question, ‘ the King and the Priest ’ should be meant.— 
“ The compound WajapurdhUau’’ may be expounded as an Skashem com- 
pound, standing for Hhe King^a Priest' and ^ the King's Priest' (i.e. two 
royal priests) ; so that two royal priests may offer the sacrifice in question.” 

^The answer to this is that two ‘royal Priests’ cannot be ‘desirous of 

absorption ’ ; it is only the King along vMh his Priest who can have a com- 
mon purpose in view, — ^not. one Priest along with another Priest ; because 
both of them would be called ‘ Priests ’ by virtue of acting for the King, — and 
not of desiring the King. Then again, the term ‘Priest’ connotes a certain 
degree of embeUishment. — “Under your view, a recourse to indirect, indica- 
tion becomes necessary.”— The answer to that is that, in the absence of 
Direct Assertion, recourse may be had to Indirect Indication ; for instance, 
when it is said that ‘ he is sitting, in the Fire ’, what is meant is (not that 
.he is actually sitting in the fire, but) that ‘ he is sitting in the hot pit ’ [the 
term ‘ fire ’ being taken as indirectly indicating the hot pit, as what it 
directly denotes, the actual fire, is not applicable]. 

From all this it follows that ‘ the King and the Priest ’ are meant by 
the compound ‘ ragopwroitifaM ’. 







Adhikaea*na (3) ; The Brdhmcma. alone is entitled to 
peflfm'm the Satra, 

SUTRA (16). 

[PiJRVAi’AK^A]— “ The Satras are for all castes; as there is ho 

’ DISTINCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

Satrm form the subject-matter for consideration. They have been laid 
down in such texts as — ‘ Those who, Imowing this, betake themselves to the 
Satra ‘ those who knowing this tmdertake the Satra 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Are the Satras for all the 
three castes ? Or for Brahrnavuxs only ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows*. — ^'Satras should 
be for all castes ; — ^why ? — because there is no distinction | the texts speak 
■of no such distiiiction as that ‘ Satras are for such and such castes, and not 
for such others’. Hence it follows that all three castes should be entitled 
to perform Satras.” 

StJTRA (17), 

[FffRVAPAK^A concluded}— ‘‘ Also because we find texts 

INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ For the following reason also we conclude that Satras are for all the 
three castes. — ‘ For what reason ? ’ — Becaxtse we find texts indicative of the 
same conclusion. Says the text — ‘ For the Brdhmatpx, one should sing the 
Brahma-sdman called Bdrhadgira, for the Ksattriya, that called Pda'thur- 
ashma, and for the Vaishyay that called Bdyobdjlya ’ ; this text relates to the 
Dvddashdha sacrifice (which is a Satra), and speaks of the Brahma-soman-, 
and herein we find the Ksdtt/riya and the Vaishya also mentioned. This 
also shows that all the three castes are entitled to perform the Satra.” 

SUTRA (18). 

[SiDDHANTAj— I n REALITY, THEY SHOULD BE FOB BbAHMANAS ONLY , 
_ ; AS THE OTHER TWO CASTES CANNOT OFFICI4TE AS 

f..'; '' I i '"I ^Priests. . 

’ ■ ■' 

The term ^ va^ (‘in reaiKty ’) hnpKes.the rejection of tlie view set forth 
.above. ■* - ' z : * ? f i i 
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It is not true that Sairas sure for all the three castes ; in fact they shotdd 
be for Brdhmxinas only. — Why ? — Becattse the other two cannot officiate as 
priests ; as a matter of fact. Priesthood has been forbidden for the Ksattriya 
and the YanshAfa ; and a performance of the Satra (at which the sacrificers 
themselves act as Priests) would become defective if the sacrificets themselves 
did not act as priests. — ^From this it follows that Satras are to be performed 
by Brdhmanas only. 

StJTRA (19). 

[Objection] — "It could be so, on the strength of the direct 
declaration", — ^ iF THIS BE URGED [theii the answer would be 
as given in the following Sutra]. 



Says the Opponent — “ Your Anew is that ‘ if the Ksattri^a and the 
Vaiahya were to perform the Satra, the performance would be defective (as 
they could not act as priests, and at a Satra every sacrificer must 
act as a priest) — ^but on the strength of Direct Declaration that ‘ at the 
Satra, the sacrificers are Priests ’, the Ksattriya and the Vaishya, when per- 
forming the Satra, could act as Priests. — ‘ But who are the Sacrificers ? ’ — 
All those, even Ksattriyas and Vaishyas, who, desiring the particular results, 
undertake the performance of the Satra, are to be regarded as its ‘ Sacrificers ’ j 
and, as such, on the strength of the declaration quoted above. Priesthood 
should be taken as enjoined for all of them. — On this, the following argument 
may be- urged-— ‘ The declaration speaks of the Priesthood of only those 
persons for whom it is possible ; and it is possible for Brdlmutryas only ; as 
it has been distinctly forbidden for the Ksattriya and the Vaishya j so that 
the injunction of Priesthood cannot apply to these latter ’. — But it is not 
so ; just as the declaration in question is taken as injunctive of the hitherto 
unknoAvn Priesthood of the sacrificing Brdhmanas, — ^o also the same declara- 
tion may be taken as injunctive of similar Priesthood of the sacrificing 
non-Brdhmanas also. — From all this it folloAvs that even Ksattri/yas and 
Vaishyas, when duly invested with Priesthood, can perform the Satra.^* 

SUTRA (20). 

[Answer] — ^What the declaration lays down is only 
‘ Mastership ’. 

Bhd^ya. 

It cannot be as has been urged in the preceding Sutra. It is ‘ Master- 
ship ’ that is laid down in the text With such and such desires they should 
undertake the Satra ’ ; it does not lay doAim ‘ Priesthood ’. — " But Priesthood 
has been laid down in the text ‘ Those who are sacrificers are the Priests ”. — 
The answer to this is that that also is not so ; — why ? — because even this 
sentence is not to be construed so as to make the term''‘ those who are sacri- 
ficers the Subject, and the term ‘priests’, the Predicate; as in that case Priest- 
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hood would be predicated as a consecratory auxiliary to the Sacrificersr 
aud not the Sacrificers as auxiliaries to Priesthood ; and under the circum- 
stances, the Priesthood would not be recognised as serving any purpose 
at the sacrifice in hand, and an unseen embellishment or consecration would 
have to be assumed ; — and that also would have to appertain to ^ihe Sacrificers 
-^which again would be another unseen (transcendental) factor. From all • 
this it follows that in the said sentence, the priestly functions are not laid 
down for those who are already Sacrificers ; all that is laid down is that the 
priestly functions are not to be performed, by any other persons (besides the 
sacrificers) ; so that in construing the sentence, the term ‘ priests ’ should 
be the Subject, and the term ‘those same’ should be the Predicate; the 
meaning being tiiat ‘ the Priests are those same who are the sacrificers, 
none othem’; so that by conversion, the sacrificers are enjoined as the 
performers of the priestly functions, and persons other than these are excluded. 
In this way the priestly fimctions serve a useful purpose at the sacrifice in 
hand ; and no unseen or transcendental embellishment for the sacrificer is 
enjoined. — ^It might be argued that — •“ the idea of the priestly functions being 
performed by the sacrificers might itself lead to the assumption of a trans- 
cendental result following from the adopting of this procedure — Our 
answer to that would be that under the> other view also, it would be necessary 
to assume a transcendental factor in the shape of the embellishment of 
the sacrificer ; — and an objection that applies equally to both views should 
not be urged against one of them, 

SOTBA (21). 

[OsjsoTiosr] — T hose two (K§ATTRrYA and Vaishya) might be 

BBGABDED AS ‘ MaSTEBS OF THE HoITSEHOLD ’ ; AS THEBE GAN 
BE NO IKCONGEDITY IN THA-T.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Ksaitriya and the Vafslvya might be regarded as performers of the 
fumctions of the ‘ Masters of the Household ’ (in connection with the Satras 
performed by them) ; in the performance of those functions there is no 
necessity of ‘ priesthood ’ ; hence they would involve no incongruity (as there 
is in the case of their being regarded as ‘ Priests ’, priesthood haying been 
forbidden for them).” 

SUTRA (22). 

[Answer] — That Sannot be ; as in that case, there would be 

INCOMPATIBILITY OF PROCEDURE (KaLPA). 

Bhdsya. 

It cannot be right to hold titot the KsaUriya and the Vo/ish/ya would 
perform the functions of the Master of the House. Because in that case 
tJiere toould be incompatibildiy of pfocedure.: For instafifce, for the sacrificers 
(who are Brdhma'^s), the cup would contain Soma-juice, while for others • 



(who Q.V& K^atbrvyas or YaisJvyas) it would contain the ‘ Fruit-naiscture ’ 
(consisting of Banyan -shoots and other things) ; arid secondly, for Brdhmanas, 
the Brahrm-samcm would be the B^hadgwa, while for Ksattriya, it would be 
the ParthurcLshma ; and for Vcuishyas, the jBdt/o6aj%a.— Hence this view 
also cannot be accepted, that the Kmttriya and the Vaishya would perform 
the functions of the ‘Master of the House’. 

SUTRA (23). 

The indicative text quoted shotjld be taken as pertaining to 
THE ‘ AhINA ’ (not to the * SATRA ’) \ BECAUSE ‘ MASTERSHIP ’ 
BELONGS TO THE OTHERS (i.E. PbIESTS). 

JBhdsya. 

It has been urged above (under Su. 17) that “ there are texts indicative 
of the same conclusion ’’.—This has got to be refuted— In refutation, we 
state as follows : — -It is the Ahina that is going to be spoken of as ‘ Saira ’ 
(in certain texts) [and it is the AMna to which the text quoted refers, not to 
the Saira ] ; because (at the Saira), the ‘ mastership ’ has been predicated for 
the Priests ; hence inasmuch as the Priests are the ‘ masters there can 
be no Saira for K^attriyas and Vcdskyas. Hence the text quoted should be 
taken as pertaining to the Ahirm-sOfCrifice (not to the Satras). 



ADHiKAHAifA (4): To the performance of the Satra only 
those are entitled who either belong to the Vishvdmitra- 
gotra or to the same ‘ Kalpa ’ as these, 

SUTRA (24). 

[PtJBVAPAK^A (A)] — “ The Satra is eob those only who belong- 

TO THE VaSHISTHA-GOTBA ; BECAirSE THE BbAHMANSHIP IS 
RESTRICTED TO THEM.” 

BM§ya. 

It has been tmderstood that Satras are for Brahma-^s only, not for 
Ksattriyas and Vaishyas. Now the question arises — Are the Satras for all 
Brdhmanas 1 Or for those only who are of the VasMstha-gotra "i Or to all 
others, except those belonging to the gotras of Bhrgu, ShunaJca &nd X^a^higtha ? 

The answer that suggests itself first is that — “it is iov ail Brdhma'eas, 
as there is no distinction ; there is no such distinction made as that ‘ the 
Saira is for such and such Brahrmvjm, not for such others ’. Hence it must 
be for all Brdhmaiyas 

As against this, there is the following view : — “ It is for those only who 
belong to the Vashigtha-gotra, because the office of the Brahmari Priest is re- 
stricted to them. That is, the Satra is for persons of the Vasfdsiha-gotra ; — 
why I — ^because the office of the Brahman-priest is restricted, in the text — 

‘ a person of the Vashisfha-gotra becomes the Brahman-priest \ From this it 
is clear that Satras can be performed by those only who either belong to the 
Vashistha-gotra, or to the same Kalpa as those.” 

SUTRA (26). 

[PtJRVAPAK^A (B)] — “ Or, it may be for all ; BECAUSE OF THE 
DENIAL.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ The Satra should be for all, because there is no distinction. — ‘ But it 
has been declared that one who belongs to the Vashistha-gotra becomes the 
Brahman-priest' — ^It is not so ; because that view is subsequently denied,, 
when it is said — ‘ Amy one who studies the section on Stoma should be the 
Brahman -priest ’. — ‘ If that is so, then why should it be taught that the 
person belonging to the Vashistha-gotra shoidd be the Brahman-priest ? ’ — 
That statement is for the purpose of eulogising the section on Stoma, the 
meaning being that ‘ the /Sfoma-sfeetion is so important that one who studies 
it, even though he may not belong, to the Vashistha-gotra, is capable of 
"performing the functions of one belonging to that goira 
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SHABAEA-BHi§YA *. 


. SUTRA (26). 

[SibdhInta]— Inasmuch as the oeeicb oe the Hotk-peiest is 

EBSTEICTEB TO ONE BELONGING TO THE ViSHVAMITBA-GOTEA, — 

pebsons belonging to the goteas op Bhegxj, Shunaha 

AND VaSHIS^A cannot BE ENTITLED (TO 
PEEPOEM. SaTBAS). 



Persons belonging to the Bhrgu and other gotras are not entitled to 
perform Satra. — ^Why ? — Because the office of the Hoir-priGst has been 
restricted to one who belongs to the Vishvamitra-gotra, in the text~~‘One 
belonging to the Vishvamitra-gotra hecomes the Hotr-priest\-—'E'Tom tins it 
follows that the only persons entitled to perform Sairas are those who 
belong to the Vishvamitra-gotra and those who belong to the same ‘ Kalpa ’ 
as these. 



Adhikarai^a (5) : To the performance of Satras the only 
person entitled is one who has installed 
the Fires. 

StTRA (27). 

[P^BVAPAKSA continued] — “ Ifasmuch as the Vihaba-Fieb 

IS ATE-POWEllFTJL, THE SaTRA MAY BE BOB. THOSE ALSO WHO 
HATE INSTALLED THE PlRES.” 

Bhdsya. 


Satras are the subjeet-noatter of the present Adhikarana, they being 
declared in stich texts as — ‘ Those who knowing this undertake the Satra ’ ; 

‘ Those who knowing this have recourse to the Satra . 

In regard to these Satras, there arises the question — Are the Satras 
for those who have installed the Fires, as well as for those who have not 
installed them ? Or only for those who have installed the Fires ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ They are for 
bo^h — ^those who have installed the fires, as well as those who have not 
installed them. — ^Why so ? — ^Because the Vihdra-Fire (Akavaniya) is all- 
powerful ; that is, the Ahavanlya fire set up by one man is capable of helping 
all men ; whose acts become accomplished by the said Fire even though in- 
stalled by another person. And as the act can be accomplished by the 
Fire belonging to any other person, it follows that Satras may be per- 
formed even by those who have, as well as those who have not, installed 
their own Fires.” 

StJTRA (28). 

[Pt7rvapak§a conPimied] — “ Also because we find an indicative 

F THE SAME CONCLUSION, IN RELATION TO THE SABASVATA- 
SACBIFIOB.” 

Bhdsya. 

“In connection with, the Sdrasmta-iSa^ra, we find the following indicative 
text — ‘ Those who, without Ttaving mStaUed their own Fires, perform the Satra 
go to Heaven on chariots helbh^^ to others — ^This clearly shows that 
Satras can be performed by tbose? also who have not installed their own 
Fires. — From this also it follows tba;ti the Satra iB for all persons.” 
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SHA.BABA*BHA§YA 


SUTRA (29). 

[PURVAPAK^A COWcZtwZeeJl — “Also BECAUSE Alt EXPIATION 
HAS BEEN PEESCEIBED.” 

Bhasya. 

“ An expiation has been prescribed in the following text-—' If the Fires 
of an Agnihoirin become mixed up with other Fires, a cake baked on eight 
pans shottld be offered to Agm-VwicM ’ ; — ^here an expiation is prescribed 
as to be performed on the mixing up of the Fires ; — ^the mixture meant here 
can only be possible with such Fires as have not been duly installed, not other- 
wise. — From this also it follows that Satras may be performed by those 
persons who have not installed their own Fires.” 

SUTRA (30), 

[Siddhanta] — In kealpey they must be for those only who have 

INSTALLED THEIR OWN FiRES ; BECAUSE OF THE PRECEDENCE OF I§TIS, 



In reality, Satras are for those who have installed their own Fires, not for 
those who have not installed the Fires. — Why so ? — Bemuse of the precedence 
of Iftis ; that is, it has been declared that Soma-sacrifices [and Satras are 
Soma-sacrifices] are preceded by the performance of Iptis, in the text — 
‘ One shoxild perform the Soma-sacrifice, after having performed the Darsha- 
Punyxmasa sacrifices' ; so that the Jyotistoma (which is the Archetype of 
Soma-saoriftces) must be preceded by the Barsha-Purnamdsa ; and through 
the General Law (that ‘ Ectypes should be performed like the Archetype ’), 
this ‘ precedence of Ispia ' becomes applicable to Satras also (these also 
having the Jyotistoma for their Archetype). — From this it follows that Satras 
cannot be performed by those who have not installed their own Fires. — 
[Because tlis Dm'sha-Pmnamdsa cannot be performed without these Fires, 
and the Satras must be preceded by the Darsha-Punwtmdaa,] 

SUTRA (31). 

Also because the installation of the Fires is prompted 
BY THE man’s own PURPOSE. 

Bhasya. 

As a matter of fact, the Fires are prompted by the man’s own purpose. — 
How so ? — ^Because of the special {AtmavtApada) ending ; in the injunction of 
Fire-installation, we find the Apn^ampdda ending used — ‘ Agrt/m adadMta ' ; 
which shows that the purposes of one man cannot be served by means of 
the Fires installed by another person, even though the Fires may have been 
installed for sacrificial purposes. 




ADHYIyA VI, PADA VI, ADHIKAEANA (5). 


SUTRA (32). 

Fuethee, theee is a Vedic text indicating the uniting 
(OE Feres). 


There is a text to the effect, ‘ going to offer the Sdvitra oblations, they 
should unite the Fires ’ ; this also indicates that Satras are for those only 
who have instaUed their own Fires. [The Sdvitra oblations are offered at 
the and unless a man has his own Fires, how can he unite them ?] 

Though the Adhikarana remains incomplete, in so far as the (Purvapaksa) 
argument based upon indicative texts has not been refuted, -^yet the author 
proceeds with the consideration of another topic:in the following Adhikarana. 
—[The refutation required under the present AdUkararm follows later on, 
under Su. 35, below.] 





Adhikaeana (6) : The ‘ Juhu ’ and the other vessels should 
he secured afresh, which would belong in common 
to all the sacrijicers at the Satra. 

SUTRA (33). 

[POrvapazsa] — “There being a doubt in regard to the JuHti 

AND OTHER VESSELS, ONE SHOULD BE FREE TO DO AS HE T.TKES ; 
BECAUSE THE VESSELS DO NOT ALWAYS FOLLOW IN THE 
WAKE (OF THE SaCBIBICBE),” 

BhMsya. 

The question to be considered now is — [At the performance of the 
Scdra], should the sacrifice be performed with the Jvhu and other vessels 
belonging to any one of the sacrificers (forming part of the ordinaiy equip- 
ment of his daily Agnihotra) ? Or should new vessels be secured, belonging 
in common to all the (seventeen) sacrificers ? 

On this question, the Purvapahaa view is as follows : — “ The performance 
should be carried on with the vessels got from any one of the sacrificers.^ — 
Why so ? — ^Because in every case his own vessels do not follow in the wake 
of a sacrifioer wherever he goes ; there being no such hard and fast rule as 
that ‘ the Sacrifioer should carry on the performance with his own vessels 
— ^Hence it follows that the sacrificers may perform the sacrifice with vessels 
belonging to others.” 

SUTRA (34). 

[SiDDHiNTA] — In reality, they should secure other (fresh) 

VESSELS WHICH WOULD BE COMMON TO ALL THE SACRmCBBS ; AS 
THERE WOULD BE INOONGRUmES (iN THE OTHER CASE) ; — 

ALSO BECAUSE IT IS SANCTIONED BY THE 
SOBIPTURBS. 



The phrase ‘ opi vd ’ (‘in reality *) implies the rejection of the view 
set forth above. 

The view set forth above is not right. The right view is that new vessels 
should be secured which would b^ong in common to the (seventeen) sacrificers, 
— Why 7 — Became there wrutS he mcoy^ruUiea ; there would, for instance, 
be this incongruity that, if the vessels belonging to any one of the sacrificers 
wore brought in for use, — and if that sacrifioer happened to die,— there would 
be the difficulty that, there being the law that — ‘The Agnihotrn, should 
be cremated along with his fires and sacrificial vessels ’, — if all his vessels 
. were burnt with him, the perfonhance of the sacrifice by the other sacrificers 
would became stopped ; if (in order to avoid this) they proceeded to finish 



the saerifiee with those vessels, the creiuation of the dead man’s body would 
become vitiated. On the other hand, there would be no ^incongruity if 
other new vessels were secured which w6uld be common to all the sacrificers. 
Hence, this latter is the course that should be adopted. 


STJTEA (35). 


The ExpiATiosr would be pbeeoemed under abnormal 

CIRCUMSTANCES. 


Bhdsya. 


This refutes the argument (urged in Six. 29) based upon an indi- 
cative text* • 

Under our view the expiation would be quite possible.— -How ? — ^When 
people are passing through or staying in a d^olate place, or in a for^t, 
— ^if danger arises from robbers or wild animals, their Fires might get mixed 
up with the Forest-fire [and this would be quite possible in cases where all 
the persons concerned are such as have installed their own Fires]. — -Or the 
Expiation may be taken as applying to a case where several persons with 
installed Fires are living together (where there is a possibility of their Fires 
becoming mixed up). 



Adhikabaija (7): All the ih/ree castes a/re mUtled to the 
‘ sevmteen Bwrmdhmis 

SUTRA (36). 

[PlffBVAPAXSA]— “ In connection with the Ectypal SACRmCE, THE 
MENTION OP THE PERSON SHOULD RESTRICT THE PERFORMER • 
BECAUSE THE NUMBER IN QUESTION IS AN ACCESSORY OF ’ 

THE SACRIFICE ; AND THE NUMBER DOES NOT PERTAIN 
TO OTHERS ; THE CONNECTION SHOULD RE 
RESTRICTED TO ONE ONLY. 


^The ‘ AdhwmxkaVpa ’ sacriaces,— such, for instance, as the ‘ Aara- 
yar^e^t%—Pa8hu\—ioTm the subject-matter of this A«ewana ; in con- 
nection with these ‘ seventeen SdrmdMnl verses ’ have been spoken of. 

In regard to these, there arises the question— Are all the three castes 
entitled to these sacriaces ?-r-Or the Vmahya only ? 

, On this question, the PurvapaJcaa view is as follows “ In connection 
mth such ectypal sacriaces, the performer becomes restricted by the mention 
of the person.— Why so ?— Because the sacriace— the Adhvarahalpa and the 
hke-has the number in question (‘ seventeen ’) for its accessory ; and this 
spoken of in conneetion with the Vaialvya ; so that it is 
the Vmahya alone who could perform the sacridce in its entirety; because 
the number aeverOeen being an accessory of the sacriace,— if this number 
‘ seventeen ’ were adopted by a non-Vmahya, it would be wrmg ; as that 
number has not been enjoined in regard to persons other than Vaiahuaa * 
hence, by reason of this disqualification of theirs, the injunction. ‘ should 
sacnfioe ’ would (in this case) not apply to Brahmaryza and KaaMyaaP 

StJTRA (37). 


[P0BVAPAK9A OONCLUDED]-« AiHO BECAUSE OF AN INDICATIVE TEXT ' 
AS IN THE CASE OF A PARTICULAR SACBIFECB 


^ “There is the following text indicative of the fact that the number 
sev^teen pertains to the Vaiahya ordy~^ Bapfadaaho miahyah' [‘The 
18 the ^venteenth *] ; this indicates that the number ‘ sevmteen ’ is 
speciaUy related to the Vaiahya ,*— from which it foUows that sacrifices like 
those under consideration are fot the Vaiahua onlv r o 


rr * 1 . — omy— as laid down in the 

-me ahould perform FoWiya-sio>n« sacrifice where 

“^^^^Waasociated ^^the Vaiahya. The same should be 
the case with^ tto TOto^^^^i^ven^^l a^ crj ^ 


mm 
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SUTEA <38). 

[SroDHlNTA]— I t cannot be so ; beoattse th e connections (oe the 

TWO sentences) AEE DIEEEBENT ; THE ACCESSOBY (NXJMBEB 
‘ SEVENTEEN ’) IS ONE OF WHICH THE ‘ SACBIFIOE ’ IS THE 

‘pBiNcrp^’; becatisb the Injunction is not 

CONNECTED (WITH TP). 

Bhdsya. 

What has been, set forth above is not right. Became the two cormectiom 
are different s There is one sentence ‘ For the Vaiahya, seventeen BamMhmi 
verses should be recited — and there is a totally different sentence in 
connection with the AdhvctraTeal^a and the rest — ‘ One shonld recite 
seventeen *. — ^Then again, the accessory has for its ‘ principal ’ (is subservient 
to) the sacariftce; and the aacrijice is not subservient to the accessory. — 
“ What if it is so ? ” — ^If it is so, then, wherever the aacrifice is, its accessory 
mtist be there ; and not that wherever the accessory is, the aacrifice should 
be there. It is through the accessory that the sacrifice would pertain to 
the Vaiahya. In fact, the aacrifi^ pertains to all the three castes, and it 
requires the accessory. — Then again, of the accessory as belonging to the 
aacrifice, there is a distinct injunction,— and that injunction is not connected 
with the Vaiahya ; in fact, that injunction speaks of an accessory which haa 
no connection with the Vaiahya. — “ But at first it speaks of it as comiected 
with the Vaiahya.” — ^Not so ; because of the predominance of the Vaiahya ; 
as a matter of fact, in the previous injunction, the Vaiahya is only spoken of 
as the predominant factor. — ^From all this it follows that all the three castes 
are entitled (to the use of the number ‘ seventeen ’). 

StlTRA (39). 


As BEGABDS THE PABTICULAB SAOBIFICE, THE CONNECTION ’ OF THE 

Vaishya being a necessaby factob in it, it is only bight 

THAT IT SHOULD BE BESTBICTBD TO THE PABTICULAB CASTE. 


It has been argued that “as the Vaiahya-atoma sacrifice is restricted 
to the Vaiahya, so should it be in the case in question — ^But in the case 
of the Vaiahya-atoma, it is only right that it should be so ; because it is dis- 
tinctly prescribed for the Vcmhya', and so it becomes restricted on the 
strength of the words of the text itself. B!ence in that case there is nothing 
wrong. 
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ABHYAYA VI. 

PADA VII. 


ADHiKARAisrA (1) : The Father and other relatives are not to 
he given away at the Vishvajit sacrifice. 

S0TRA (1). 

[PCbvapaki^a] — “ When one is giving away his PEOPEBtY, he. should 

GIVE ALL; WITHOUT ANY DISTINCTION.” 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the Vishvajit sacrifice we read — ‘ Sarmsvan dadati 
[‘ He gives away all that is his own ’]. 

In connection with this, there arises the question — Should everything, 
whatever is called ‘ one’s own * — even Father, Mother and the like — he given 
away 1 Or only that which is called ‘ one’s own ’ in the sense of his being 
master of it, is to be given away ? 

The Pturvapcdapa view on this quastion is as follows Wiihovt arvy dis- 
tinction, everything — even Father, Mother and the like — ^should be given away. 
— Objection : ‘ But Giving impUes the cessation of the ownership of the giver, 
and the creation of anotheFs (recipient’s) ownership ; and it is not possible 
for one’s ownership of his Father and other relations to cease ; in no way 
can one’s Father cease to be his Father’. — ^The answer to this is as 
follows : — ^True, the Father does not cease to be one’s Father ; but he can 
be made the servant of another person ; and in reality, gwing means only 
the creation of another’s ownership, the surrender of one’s own ownership 
comes only by implication.— From ail this it follows that all should be given 
away.” 

SUTRA (2). 

[SiddhantaJ — ^In BEALrry, only that (should be given) oveb which 

ONE S MASTER ; ANYTHINO OTHER THAN THAT CANNOT BE 

GWEN AWAY. . . 

Bhdsya. 

The particle *w’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. 

That alone over which one l^ ov)n&rship , — ^in the sense of mastery over 
it, should be given away,-— hptbing pise. — ^Why so ? — ^Because only that can 
be given over which one. ia\ ^jastier ; anything other than that cannot he 
given away ; that is, one cannot' renounce one’s 'ownership over his Father 
and other relatives. — “Btit cdrta|dli^ it is possible to make them the servants 
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t»f another person ”, — The answer to that is that as a matter of fact, there 
can be no giving away of that property over which one has no mastery. 
Nor can it be right to treat one’s Father and other relatives as servaMa, He for 
whom this would be right might give away the Father !— Says the Opponent 
— “When it is said that whatever is called ‘one’s own’ should be given 
away, it follows that the Father and other relatives also are to be given away. 
[As they are certainly called ‘ one’s ovm Father ’ and so forth] ; and hence in 
regard to this, one might ignore the Smrti (which lays down that the Father 
should be respected and should not be treated as an inferior) and try his best 
to establish his mastery over him ”. — The answer to this is that the term ‘ one’s 
own ’ is applied to his own wealth and relatives severally, not collectively. So 
that the requirements of the injunction (of giving away ‘ all one’s own’) 
having been fulfilled by the giving away of all orie’s wealth, there can be no 
justification for. including the relatives under the ‘ all who, in fact, cannot 
be given away. Nor, therefore, is it necessary to reject any Smrtl-rules. 
Then again, in accordance with the General Law (that ‘ the Ectype should 
be performed in the manner of the Archetype ’) the giving away of such 
things as the cow and the like having become admissible, on this ground also, 
the ‘ all ’ must be restricted to one's wealth ; and this being done, the require- 
ments of the Injunction become fulfilled ; and thus there can be no reason 
for taking in the relatives . — From this it follows that the Father and such 
relatives are not to be given away; and that alone should be given away 
over which the man’s ‘ ownerslup ’ is in the nature of ‘ mastery ’ over it. 




Adhikabaha (2) : At the Vishvajit scwrifice, the Earth should 
Twt he given away, 

SCTRA (3). 

The Eabth gahnot be giv^en away; because it BEnidHas to all 

MEN WITHOUT ANY BESTMCTION. 


BMsya. 

In regard to the same ‘ giving away of one’s entire property there 
arises the question — Can the Earth be given away or not ? 

Question — “What is meant by the ‘Barth’ here?” 

Answer — ^What is meant is the substance, the terrestrial globe made up 
of earth'particles .; mere land (fields) or clay is not what is meant here. 

On the above question, the B&rmpahsa view is as follows : — “ As there 
is nothing particular about it, the Barth can eertainly be given awayi 
because the term ‘ one’s own ’ is appheable to it in the sense of ‘ masteiy 
over it ’ ; aasHi icfc ^ qraite jpos^Me, an operatioa ©f the mind, to surrender 
one’s ownership over it 

JDn answer to this, we have the following SiAAkSmia — The E&rih mnmi 
be given mmg ; peo{^ are to be owners of lands ^fiehis), not of the 

entire terrestrial 

Says the. C^pcment — On© who happens to be the Inrd of th© whole 
ISarth may give it away*’^ 

Even he cannot give it away, we reply. — Why ? ” — ^Because the 
enjoyment that the ‘ lord of the Earth * derives from his ownership of the 
Earth is precisely like that which other men have ; and there is no difference 
in the enjoyment. In fact, the peculiarity that his ‘ Lordship of the Earth ’ 
gives him is only this that, by reason of his behig engaged in the protecting 
of the corns and other produce of other people, he receives a share out of these, 
— 'Which alone he possesses, not the Earth ; and there is nothing peculiar in 
regard to his ownership ovot such supporting and preserving etc. of all 
living beings as are done by persons inhabiting the Earth, and in that sense 
done by the Earth itself. — ^EVom all this it follows that the Earth cannot 
be given away. 




Adhikaeana (3): At the Vishvajit, the Horse and such 
anirmls cannot he given away. 

SUTRA (4). 

IlSTASMUCH AS IT IS WHAT SHOULD HOT BE DONE IN THIS EESPECT, 
THESE ANIMALS DIFFEE EBOM OTHBBS. ' 


In regard to the Vishvajit sacrifice, there arises the question — Can 
horses and such animals be given or not ? 

The Purmpah^ view is that, “inasmuch as the giving away of one’s 
cM has been laid down. Horses also shovdd be given away 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta — -That should nof 
be given away, the giving of wWch is something that shouM not be done s 
and the giving of the Horse is what should not be done. In fact, ihis is what 
distinguishes the Horse from other things that its giving has been forbidden 
in the following text in connection with the Vishvajit itself- — ‘One should 
not give animals with miens, and one should not accept the gift of animals 
with two rows of teeth — For this reason Horses should not be given away. 





Adhikarana (4): At the Vishvajit, only such '‘entire 
property ’ may be given away as is already there. 

SUTBA (5). 

AliSO, WHAT IS PERMANENT CAN HAVE NO CONNECTION WITH THINGS. 
mPEBMANENT. 

Bhaaya. 

In regard to the same Vishvajit sacrifices, there arises the following 
question — When it is said that ‘ one should give away his entire property % 
does it mean that all the paraphemaha that a man can have— such as 
earthenware vessels and the like, — should be acquired and then given away, 
along with those that can be acquired ? Or that he should give away what 
he actually possesses at the time, and it is not necessary to acquire what is 
not already there ? 

Question — “ Why should there be any such doubt on the point ? *’ 

Answer — ^The question arises from the fact that both interpretations 
of the words is poasible. The words, for instance, may be construed 
(a) as predicating the giving away, the meaning of the Injxmction being that 
‘ all possible belongings — ^which all ? — all those things that are useful to 
man, such as beds and the like, — ^should be given away ’, — or (6) as predicat- 
ing the ‘ entirety ’, the sense of the Injvmction being that ‘ what is meant 
to be given away is that all which can be given away If it is the ‘ giving 
away ’ that is taken as predicated [as in (a)], then even those vessels specially 
made for the pmpose, — ^which are not already there to be given,^ — should 
have to be secxired and then given away ; while, on the other hand, if it is 
‘ entirety ’ that is taken as predicated, then there is to be ‘ giving away ’ 
of only those things that are already there (and hence, can be given away). 

On the said question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ The vessels 
made specially for the purpose should be (obtained and) given; because if 
‘ giving away ’ is taken as predicated, then the ‘ Direct Assertion ’ becomes 
accepted ; while in the other case, only ‘ Syntactical Connection ’ would 
be honoured ; — ^between these two, greater authority attaches to ‘ Direct 
Assertion Hence it follows that the newly -made vessels and such tilings 
should be (obtained and) given away.” 

In answer to tliis we liave tlie following Siddhdnta — Also what is per- 
manent can have no connection with tJvmgs impermanent. The particle ‘ cha ’, 
‘ also ’, connects this statement with what has gone before ; the sense being 
that it has been settled that Horses should not be given, and the vessels 
specially made for the purpose also should not be given. Because in the 
text in question, the mention of the ‘ giving ’ at the Vishvajit sacrifice is 
only a reiteration of the ‘ giviiig ’ that lias been enjoined in connection with 
the Archetypal sacrifice, and which, therefore, is a permanent factor, coming 
into the Vishvajit on the strength of the General Law (that ‘ the Ectype is 
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to be performed in the manner of the Archetype ’ ) ; while the yessels that 
would be specially made for the purpose, and the other things that might be 
acquired (for the purpos*e of being given away), would be impermanent 
factors (because they Imve not been enjoined in any Vedic text); and for 
this reason, these latter could not be all collected at any performance of 
the Vishvajit sacrifice. Because the actual maldng of some of these newly - 
made vessels would be dependent upon the giirmg awa/y at the Visfwajit ; 
and these would thus be contingent, not permanent; while what is enjoined 
by the General Law is something permanent, to be given away under certain 
contingencies (such as the performance of the Vishvajit, for instance).— For 
these reasons it must be admitted that what is predicated is the entirety of 
those things whose giving away is already possible. And it is quite natural 
that, when the direct meaning of the words is not acceptable, that indicated 
by Syntactical Connection should be accepted. — ^From all this, it follows 
that new vessels are not to be specially made for the purpose and then 
given away. 




Jldhikaeana (5) ; ‘At the Vishvajit^ there should he no 
giving away of the Shudra-servant who is serving 
one solely for the purpose of learning his Dharma. 

SUTEA (6)' 

The SHffDRA ALSO (SHOULD NOT BE GIVEN AWAY) ; BECAUSE HE IS 
THEBE FOB BEING INSTBUCTED IN HIS DUTIES. 

Eka^ya. 

In regaxd to the same Vishvajit sacrifice, there arises the question-— 
• Should the Shudra servant be given away or not ? 

The Purvapahaa view is that, “inasmuch the entire property has been 
laid down as to be given, the Shudra servant also should be given away ”. 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta — The Shudra also 
‘ should not he given away ’ ; this clause has to be brought in here also. — ^Why 
so ^ -^Because he is there Jor being instructed m his duties ; that is, he has come 
to serve the man for the purpose of being taught his duties ; says the text — 
‘ The Shudra presents himself before a man of one of the three higher castes 
with the view that by serving him he would acquire (knowledge of) Dharma — 
If such a Shudra were given away to another person, it is possible that he 
may not be willing to leave (the man whom he has been serving ) ; and if 
he went unwillingly, he would not acquire the knowledge of Dharma that 
-he seeks. No Shudra should be acquired as property against his will ; if one 
did acquire a Shudra illegally, he might give him away; but one who has 
come only for learning Dharma cannot be given away. 



ADHiKARAisrA (6): At the Yishvajit, that ^ entire property^ 
alone should he given which is there at the time of the 
'payment of the Sacrificial Fee. 

SUTRA (7). 

That peopeety alohe should be given away which is found theee 

AT THE TIME OF THE PAYMENT OF THE SaCEIFICIAL FbE ; AS*^ ’ 
THAT ALONE CAN BE GIVEN AWAY. 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same Vishvajit, there arises the following question — 
At the time of the pa3rment of the Sacrificial Fee, must all the wealth that 
the man has had before that time be necessarily brought, — as also what is 
not yet come, but is coming after that time, — all this is to be given ?— Or 
only that should be given winch is actually there at the time of the payment 
of the Sacrificial Fee ? 

The PUrvapaJcaa view is tliat — “ That also should be given away which 
has been in the past, and is going to be in the future, the ‘ property ’ of the 
man ; because what has been enjoined is the giving away of every kind of 
property 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta: — That property 
alone should he given away which is f oimd there at the time of the payment 
of the Sacrificial Fee, — not what was there before, or is coming after, that. — 
Why so ? — ^Because what is predicated (and enjoined) here is eMirety in 
reference to the giving away of the property ; and as this giving away is to 
be done at the time of the payment of the Sacrificial Fee, the said reference 
also can be to that same time. Hence it follows that that alone should be 
given what is actually there at the time of the pajonent of the Sacrificial Fee. 




Adhikarana (7) : At the Vishvajit, even after- the payment 
of the Sacrificial Fee, the remaining accessory 
details should he performed. 

SUTRA (8). 

{PffRVAPAKSA (A)]— “ As THERE WOULD BE NOTHING LEFT, THE PER- 

FOBMANCE OF THE SACRIFICE SHOULD END WITH THAT (PAYMENT 

OF THE Sacrificial Fee) ; BECAUSE A SACRmciAL ACT 

CAN BE ACCOMPLISHED ONLY WITH MATERIALS.” 

Bhdsya. 

In regard to the same Vishvajit, there arises the question — Should the 
performance of the Vishvajit be given up at the time of the payment of the 
Sacrificial Fee ? — Or aU the materials should not be given up, and the 
remaining sacrificial details should be completed with those materials ? 

The Purvapdksa view is as follows , — '^The sacrifice should be given up 
at the said point . — ‘ Why ? ’ — As there tootdd be nothing left.—'' Why should 
there be nothing left ? ’ — ^Because it has been laid down that ‘ at the Vishvajit 
one should give away all as the fee ’ ; and unless there are materials, no 
sacrifice can be performed to its conclusion. Hence the performance must 
end with the payment of the Fee.” 

. SUTRA (9). 

[PffRVAPAKSA (B)] — “ Or, SOMETHING SHOIH^D BE KEPT BACK ; BECAUSE 
THE COMPLETE PERFORMANCE OF THE SAC HFICB HAS 
BEEN CLEARLY ENJOINED.”; j.,, 

, . I ' - .1 • 

Bhasya. ‘ 

The term ‘ or ’ implies the rejection of Purvapaksa (A). 

“ Something should he kept back ; i.e. at the time of the payment of the 
Sacrificial Fee, the whole property shall not be given away, that mxich of it 
should he retained which would be needed for the completion of the per- 
formance. — ‘Why so ? ’ — Because the complete performance of the sacrifice has 
been clearly enjoined ; what the injimction ‘ one should perform the Vishvajit 
sacrifice ’ means is that one shduld perform it from beginning to end. And 
it is only when the man is completing it that he should give away as the 
Fee all that can be given. Consequently the sacrifice should not be given 
up at the point of the Sacrificial Fee.” 
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SUTBA (10). 

[PCbvapaksa continued}— “ We also finb a text pointing 

TO THE SAME CONCLHSION.” 

Bhd§ya. 

'‘It is only when the above course is adopted, that the following text 
, becomes explicable — ‘Having come out of the JSai/i- he should 

put on the calf -skin This could be possible only if the performer retained 
some of his belongings.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[Objection against the Pubvapaksa (B)] — ‘But, the bight 

COUBSE IS THAT THE ENTIBE BELONGINGS SHOULD BE GIVEN 
AWAY ; THE BEMAINDEB OF THE SACBIFICE WOULD BE 
PEBFOBMED WITH MATEBIALS OBTAINED 
AFBESH,’ 


The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of Purvapahaa (B). 

Tlie right course is that the entire belongings shall be given away 
(nothing Shall be .kept back) ; as it is then that the words ‘ should give away 
the , entire property’ become justified, -As regards the completion of the 
performance, which has been clearly enjoined, what we say is that what 
remsiins of the sacrifice shall be performed with materials obtained afresh \ — 
Our answer to this objectioir is as follows : — 

SUTRA (12). 

[P^bvapak§in’s answer]— “ This cannot be; because the ‘ obtaining 

OF FBESH MATERL4.LS ’ IS AN IMPEBMANBNT 
(UNCERTAIN) FACTOB.” 

Bhdsya. 

‘‘As a matter of fact, the obtaining of fresh materials is an uncertain 
(impermanent) factor ; while the performance of what remains of the sacrifice 
. is essential (permanent) ; and there can be no connection between these 
two. Hence some of the materials should be kept back.” 

SUTRA (13). 

[Siddhanta] — In beality, at the Initiation itself, thebe is an 

ASSIGNMENT ; SO THAT WHAT IS LAID DOWN AS TO BE GIVEN 
V ; AWAY IS NOT WHAT IS BEQUIBED FOB THE PEBFOEMANCE 
. OF THE SACBIFICE ; HENCE THEBE WOULD 
■ : ' . • BE NO INCONSISTENCY. 
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It is not right that some part of the materials should be kept back. — As 
a matter of fact, at the Initiation itself there is an assignment, — ^in connection 
with the Jyotistoma which is the Archetype (of the Vishvajit) ; and through 
the General Law the same is understood as to be done at the Vishvajit 
also ; the assignment of the materials is in the form — (a) ‘ this is for the 
purpose of the sacrificial performance proper (6) ‘ this is for being eaten 
and (c) ‘ this is for winning over the priests (i.e. the Sacrificial Fee) — ^Now 
it is only the last item — ^what is meant to be given to the Priests, — ^in regard 
to wliioh the ‘ entirety ’ has been enjoined [i.e- it is the portion assigned for the 
Fee that is meant when it is said that ‘ the whole property should be given 
away’]. — “How is that?” — Because the ‘giving away of the i>roperty ’ is 
only reiterated for purposes of reference, — ^what is predicated is ‘ entirety ’ ; 
and certainly the ‘ giving of what should not be given ’ can never be predicated 
(or enjoined) ; nor can that be given which has been assigned' for the purposes 
of the sacrificial performance, or for the purposes of being. eaten.-^Th5i8 
there would be no inconsistency (in the rest of the sacrifice being performed 
with what remains of the materials that had been assigned for the performance, 
and which, on that account, could not liave been given away with the 
Sacrificial Fee). 
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ADHiKARAisrA {S) I Even when the Yishvajit forms part of 
the \Ahargana\ the entire property should he 
given as the Fee. 

SUTRA (14). 

[SIDDHIITTA] — ^ThE SAME SHOULD BE DONE IN CONNECTION WITH [THE 
ViSHVAJIT PEBEOKMED IN COUBSE OP] THE ‘ AhABGANA ’ ; 

AS ALL (ViSHVAJIT) ABE ALIKE. 

Bhd§ya. 


There is the Ahargarui Astaratra sacarifiee, in connection with which we 
read — ‘ Athaitasydapxrairasya viAmjidobMjitam ShaTidvaithitah, vhhayato 
jyotirmadhyt aa^Txah ; pashukdmo hyei^ma yajUa ’ The two elcaha sacrifices, 
Vishvajit and AhMjit, come on the two sides of the As.toroim; between two 
Jyotiatomas comes the ^adoha-, one desiring cattle should perform this 
sacrifice ’]. \ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^When the Vishvajit is petr 
formed as part of the Ahargaryt (as spoken of in the text Just quoted), shn nl d 
the Sacrificial Fee be the ‘ entire property ’ (as laid down for the VishvajU) ? 
Or a hundred and twelve (as laid down for the Archetype, Jyotistoma) ? 

The natmral answer to this question is that the ‘ entire property ’ should 
be given away as the Pee — ^Why so ? — Because all Vishvajit sacrifices are 
alUce ; so that, in accordance with the General Law, the details of the Vishvajit 
in question shall be just those same as those belonging to the Vishvajit 
performed in connection with its Archetype {Jyotistoma). Hence we con- 
clude that the entire property should be given away. 

StJTRA (15). 

[PtJBVAPAK§A] — “ In BEAUTY, A HDNDEED AND TWELVE SHOULD BE 
GIVEN, — AS AT THE AbOHETYPAL SACBmOE.” 


“ In reality, a htmdred and twelve should be given ; it should be as at 
the archetypal sacrifice ; — and the archetypal sacrifice in this case is the 
Jyotistoma-, in connection with which details have been prescribed; all the 
requisite details are not foxind to be laid down in connection with the 
VishvajU. Hence a hundred Mid twelyq, fe wiwd should be given [as the Fee 
at the JyoUsioma is only a hundred md twelve).” 

,.31 



SCTRA (16). 


[BEPLY to PCfEVAPAK§A] — B tJT IT CANITOT BE SO ; BECAITSB THAT IS 
NOT AH AOOBSSOBY OF THE ViSHVAJIT. 


* But ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth (under Su. 15). 

What Tiaa been suggested cannot be. — Why ? — ^Because ‘ a hundred and 
twelve ’ is not an accessory belonging to the Viahvajit. In the present in- 
stance, as the Viahmjit has been mentioned by name, it must be taken with its 
own accessories ; hence the Sacrificial Bee shall be that which has been pre- 
scribed in connection with the Vishvadit itself (i.e. the ‘ entire property ’ ), 
not 'that prescribed for the Jyotiafoma (i.e. ‘ a hundred and twelve’). 

SDTBA (17). 


Also because we Ersno texts indicative of the same ooncolusion. 


There is also an indicative text clearly pointing to the same conclusion. — 
“ What is that indicative text ? ’’—The text is — ‘ He suffers in the matter 
of his cattle who does not give av^ay the entire property at the Viahva^it 
sacrifice ’ ; — tbis shows that the Fie to be given at the Viahvajii — even 
when performed as part of the sho^d always be the ‘ entire 

property 

[Kumarila demurs to this vieww According to him, the SiddhSnia is that 
‘ a hundred and twelve ’ should be the fee at the Viahvajit when forming part of 
the AharffOM.'] , 
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Adhikara:^a ( 9 ) : One whose wealth is less than '’ a hundred 
and twelve \is not entitled to perform the Vishvajit. 

STJTRA (18). 

[PObvapaksa] — ^'‘Inasmuch as it is apt ectype, both (should be 
entitled) ; BECAUSE THEBE IS NO DISTINCTION.” . 



It is well known that at the ViahvajU, one should give away his entire 
property. In connection with this, there arises this question— Is one whose 
property is just ‘ a hundred and twelve or more, or less, also entitled 
to perform the Vishvajit ? Or only one who has ‘ a hundred and twelve ’ 
or more ? 

The Purvapahsa view is that — “ inasmttdi as it is an ectype, both 
shovM be entitled, became there is no distinction ; we find no such distinction 
as that ‘ he alone is entitled to perform it whose wealth consists of just a 
hundred and twelve’, or one whose wealth is more than that, or one whose 
wealth is less than that. Hence it follows that all men are entitled to 
perform the Vishvajit sacrifice 

StJTRA (19). 

In beality, only one possessing mobb (than ‘ a hdndbed and 

TWELVE ’) should BE ENTITLED (TO PEBFOBM THE ViSHVAJIT) ; 

BECAUSE OP THE COUNTEB-EXCEPTION. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not true that all men are entitled to perform the Vishvajit , — 
Who then is entitled to it ? ” — One who possesses ‘ a hundred and twelve ’> 
or more. — ^Why so 3— Because of the counter-exception. In connection with 
the Jyotistoma, we find a counter-exception made in favour of ‘ the entire 
property ’ ; after having enjoined the fee of ‘ a hundred and twelve the 
text goes on to say — ‘ The Priests are to he secured with this, or with one’s 
entire property ’ ; which means that ‘ if the Priests he not willing to under- 
take the wiork for the prescribed fee (of a hundred and twelve), then, they 
should be won over even by the gift of one’s entire property. If the men 
are not willing to xmdertake the work for ‘ a hundred and twelve they 
would be much less wdhng to do it for anything less than that. So that 
what is to be given at the Jyotistoma is either ‘ a hundred and twelve ’ or 
‘ the entire property ’ ; — and both these become admissible at the Visfwajit 
(which has the Jyotistoma for its Arefe^etype) ; — and it is only one of these 
two that is emphasised in oonneptidn with th^ Vishvajit when it is said 
that ‘ the entire property should be given away ’* This however cannot be 
treated as an Injunction, as the giving away of the entire property has 
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alr©8idy been spoken of in connection with the itself ; all that this 

assertion does is to assert that what has been spoken of before (in connection 
with the Jyotiatorm) as only a possible alternative is the only alternative 
to be adopted here (in connection with the Vishvajit) ; and if this restriction 
is all that is done in this sentence, then what is asserted here must be the 
same as that spoken of in connection with the Jyotis^oma j^and as at this 
latter it was to be ‘ a hundred and twelve or more, the entire <pr<yperty ’, it 
must be the same at the YishvoQit also. And, from this it follows that one 
who possesses less than ‘ a hundred and twelve ’ caimot be entitled to 
pOTform the Viahvajit. 

SUTBA (20). 

Also bboattsb it woubd be nsr KBEPmo wttb: -(thee Abohbtybb) — 

LIKB THE ‘QFABTEB,*. 

Bhdsya. 

The particle ‘ cha ‘ also has a cmnulative force. 

For the following reason also, the ‘ entire property ’ is to be given away ; 
when more is given, the ‘ hundred and twelve ’ also becomes included therein ; 
[so that it is in keeping with what is done at the Archetype, JyotUitoma ; 
which would not be the case, if leas than ‘ hundred and twelve ’ were given]. 
— dust as in the case of the ‘ quarter when a full coin is given, its quarter 
also becomes given ; similarly in the case in question, (when one gives away 
his ‘entire property’, ‘a hundred and twelve’ would be given away). 
[But this could be so only if the man’s entire property were not leaa than 
*a hundred and twelve’. This is another reason why only such persons 
should perform the 


^ Y 'f . ^>4 i .f , 

' ’ • « f c ■ » I „ f 1 » ' 

^ r.«' % « . - i > 't ' i *'■ " ‘ 

j i, ^ , , ’ ' • — "T i , - " i 


ADBiKAEAisrA (10) : When, in connection with ‘ Fire-Installa- 
tion \ it is said that - unmeasured wealth should 
he given \ only another and a higher 
nurriber is meant, 

SUTRA (21),- 

[PUbvapaksa]— “ When the tebjml ‘ unmeasitbed ’ is used, it should 

BE TAKEN AS NEGATIVING THE NUMBBB OP WHAT HAS BEEN 
PBEVIOUSLY enjoined ; — ^BECAUSE SUCH IS THE DIBEOT 
SIGNmOATEON OP THE TEEM.” 

Bha§ya. 

In connection with Fire-InstaUation, we read — ‘Ska deyd, 8a4 deyd, 
dvadasha deyashchaturvimshatirdeyah, shatam deyam, sahadram deyam, 
aparimitam deyam ’ [‘ One should be given, six should be given, twelve 
should be given, twenty -fotif should be given, a hundred should be given, a 
thousand should be given, an unmeasured gift should he given ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — What does the claxise 
‘ aparimitam deyam ’ mean ? Does it lay down a prohibition, — the meaning 
being that the ‘ measured gifts ’ that have been spoken of — ‘ one should be 
given ’ and the like — should not be given ? — Or is the ‘ unmeasured gift ’ 
something positive, and the giving of this is enjoined as to be done 1 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ When we find 
the term ‘ unmeasured ’ used, we say that it negatives the number of what 
has been previously enjoined, — ^i.e. the things numbered ‘ one ’ and the rest. — 
Why ? — Becaxise such is the direct signification of the term ; when we hear the 
term ‘measured’, we understand it to mean counted’, — this in the present 
case is ‘ one ’, and the rest ; — and it is all this that is negatived by the 
negative prefix (in the term ‘ a-jpanmitom ‘ «n-measured ’). By inter- 
preting the term thus we preserve its direct signification ; — otherwise, the 
well knowm meaning of the term * unmeasured ’ would be abandoned, and it 
would be only through Indirect Indication that it could be assumed to mean 
‘ much For these reasons the words should be taken as proliibiting the 
giving of all that can be measured or counted {*parimitam’)P 

SUTRA (22). 

[SiddhantaJ — ^In BEALiry, rr is only one moee alteenative,— being 

MENTIONED IN THE SAME WAY- AS THE OTHEE ALTEENATIVES. ‘ 

J „ y , 

In reality, it should be -tma^ed/aS gp,e more alternative, one more form 
of gift; just as ‘one should be ^ven- is one alternative gift, so also is the 
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clause in question (‘ an unmeasured gift should be given ’) ; hence it follows 
that what is here mentioned is similar to what has been mentioned in the 
previous clause.— "In what does its similanty to the previous one lie ? 

In both cases there is Direct Declaration of what is asserted : in the previous 
clause {‘ one should be given ’), the giving is enjoined by means of the term 
‘ dSya ’ (‘ should be given ’), and in the other clause also we find the same 
term ‘dei^a’ {‘aparimitam deyam*); and when the term is there, it can 
certainly enjoin the ‘giving*. If, on the other hand, ‘ negation ’ were 
taken as predicated, this could be done only on the basis of ‘ Syntactical 
Connection ’ ; and this would be weaker than ‘ Direct Declaration 
Hence what is laid down in the clause in question must be one more alternative 
gift. 

As for the argument that this interpretation would go against the well- 
known meaning of the negative term in ^a-parimita* (‘wn-measured’),— 
* the meaning of the term (‘ aparimita \ ‘ unmeasured ’) as a rule does always 
set aside the etymological meaning (derived from the component parts of 
the word). 

Says the Opponent—" But when you take the term ‘ unmeasured ’ as 
positive, you are not accepting any well-known meaning of the word as 
a whole; what you are doing is to have recourse to Indirect Indication,— 
your idea being that what is many cannot be measured or counted , hence 
‘ unmeasured * indicates many'* 

That is not so.' In fact, the term aparirmta' (‘unmeasured’) does 
directly denote tHinga that are so many (or much) that they cannot be mea- 
sured (or counted) ; when, for instance^ it is said ‘ his wealth is immeasurable , 
what i» imderstood is that it is much. It is analogous to the case of such 
terms as (a) ‘ krnhala ' (‘clever ’) and (b) 'pramna ' (‘ expert ’). {a) The term 

‘ hushala ' etymologically means ‘ one who chops Kusha grass , so that 
when a man is found to possess many of those qualities that are found in 
a elever Kusha-chopper, he is called ‘ hushala ' (clever) ; the term kushala , 
by this ‘ascension’ (roha), so to say, being regarded as actually expressive of 
‘cleverness’ by Direct Denotation {Budhi). (b) Similarly the term 
etymologically means ‘one who is expert in playing upon 'the Lute’, and 
when a man is found to possess those qualities that are found in an expert 
Lute-player, he is called praviya' (expert); the terra ^ pramna' being 
regarded as directly denotative of * expertness — ^In the case in question 
also, even though (oorreotly speakiug) there is Indirect Indication, yet, on 
the strength of the Direct Declaration in the Veda, it is treated as Direct 
Denotation. — And thus the Direct Denotation of the term ‘ unmeasured ’ as 
a whole sets aside the denotation of its component part (the negative 
particle) ; just as we find in the case of the term ‘ ashvdicarna ’ (where the 
meaning of the component parts signifies ‘Horse’^s Ears!, while as a 
whole the term is taken as signifying a tree)* 

From all this it follows that the clause in question lays down a fresh 
alternative gift. 


^Adhikabana ( 11 ) : The term ‘ unmeasured ’ should he - 
tahen as standing for ^ more than a, thousand \ 

SUTEA (23). 

[PCfBVAPi^sA] — “ Thebe can be no bbstkiction, as thebe is no 
DISTINCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

It has been understood that the clause containing the term ‘ unmeasured ’ 
lays down another alternative gift. — ^Now follows the question — ^Does ‘ un- 
measured ’ mean less than a thousand ? Or more than a thousand ? 

The PurvapaJcsa ■view is that there can be no restriction, as there is 
no distinction I that is, because all that the word signifies is ‘many’ (or 
much)y therefore beyond that there can be no distinction made which would 
indicate whether more or less than ‘ a thousand ’ is meant ; and when no such 
distinction can be made, then, whatever course may be adopted (whether 
wore or less than a thousand is given), it must be regarded as right. Hence ; 

there can be no restriction ”. 

SUTRA (24). , , i 

. I 

[SiddhInta] — In BEALiry, rr must be mobs (than a thoitsand), I 

BBOAUSB THE TEBM SIGNIFIES ‘ MANY ’ (‘ MUCH ’), AND BECAUSE 
THE OTHEB (NUMBEB) IS IN CLOSE PBOXIMITy. 





The particle ‘m’ (‘in reality’) implies the rejection of the view set 
forth above. — ^It is not right that ‘ either more or less than a thousand ’ 
may be given ; it is more (than a thousand) that should be given. — ^Why ? — 
Because the term ‘ aparimita ’, ‘ unmeasured ’, signifies ‘ many ’ (or ‘ much ’) ; 
people use the term ‘ unmeasured ’ in the sense of many (or much), as has 
been already pointed out. But ‘many’ (or ‘much’) is a relative term; 
a thing is spoken of ‘many’ (or ‘much’) when it is more than something 
else ; so that until there is a correlative, the connotation of the term remains 
incomplete ; just as ‘ son ’ is a relative term, and is used in connection with 
some other person, never otherwise ; and what this correlative is is determined 
by finding outVhat the context deals with and what is in close proximity 
to the relative term in question. In the case in question, in close proximity to 
the term ‘ unmeasured we find the term ‘ sahasram ’, ‘ thousand ’ ; hence 
we conclude that the term ‘ unmeasured ’ stands for more than a thousand. 


■SUTEA (25). 

COMMBNDATOBY STATEMENT ALSO POINTS TO THE SAME CONCLUSION 


” — ^There is the tqacfer-r^' The unmeasured is superior’, whic 
jusand ’ is less the ‘ unmeasured , ... 


Adhikabana (12): ^ Fardkrti ' {statements descriptive of 
the doings of others), and ^ Purdkalpa’ {statements 
descriptive of past events) are to he regarded 
as * Arthavdda ’ {commendatory 
statement). 

SUTRA (26). 

[PC-RVAPAK§A (A) Gontinued] — “Passages desobiptive oe the doings 

OF MEN AND PASSAGES DESOBIPTIVE OF PAST . EVENTS ABE TO 
BE BEGABDBD AS (INJUNCTIONS) MEANT FOB MEN ; BEOADSE 
THE DESOBIPTIONS MOST BE FOB SOME PUBPOSE.” 

Bhdsya. 

Passages descriptive of the doings of other people {Parahrti) and Passages 
descriptive of past events (PivraJecdpa) form the subject-matter of the present 
Adhikaraiia ; such, for instance, as — (a) '' Baku- Vdrsr^i held the opinion that 
you must cook md^as for me, as verily they do not accept other offerings’, 
— -this is ParakTti (descriptive of the doings of other people) } and (6) as an 
example of Purdhalpa (descriptive of past events), we have the passage — 
‘ The ancients came up with flaming brands, they were struck down by 
Aswras and Bdkmasas^ and so on. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^Are these passages 
Injunctions meant for men in general ? Or for only such men as are descend- 
ants of the persons mentioned ? Or are they <Mily Commendatory Statements ? 

On this (juestion the Pu/rvapalcsa view (A) is as follows “ These are 
Injunctions, and are meant for men in general — Why f — ^Because the descrip- 
tion oontained in the passages irmst he for some purpose ; it must be with a view 
to a certain end in view that such descriptions are made ; the purpose being 
that by the mention of the connection of the act with particular persons, the 
act becomes commended ; and what is commended comes to be actually 
done. Thus the passage must be taken as an Injunction, the sense being — 

‘ such and such a person has done this act, therefore others also should 
do it 

StiTRA (27). 

[PC1bvapak:§a (A) concluded] — “Also bboattse thebe is negation 

OF WHAT IS MENTIONED IN THEM.” 

Bhdfya. 

“ As a matter of fact, we also find that Injunctions like those contained ' 
. in the passages in question are sometimes negatived, in such texts — ‘ But 
one should not act like that ’ ; and there can be a negation of only that which 
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hfta been previously known (through an Injunction) as to be done. For this 
reason also, the passages in question should be taken as Injunctions.” 

SUTEA (28). 

[PtlBVAPAK§A (B)] — “ Ob, on account of the special mention (of 

PABTICULAB PEBSONS), WHAT IS ENJOINED SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS PBBTAININO TO THOSE (DESCENDED FBOM THE SAID 
PEBSONS), — JUST LUKE THE ‘ FiVE-SLICED 
OFFEBING 

BMsya. 

“ We concede that what is contained in the passages \inder consideration is 
an Injunction meant for men ; but, inasmuch as persons belonging to 
paarticular gotras are actually named in the passages, what is enjoined 
should be taken as meant for men belonging to those same gotras ; what 
is indicated by the commendation is that ‘the act should be done’,— 
and it is found to be spoken of in connection with pereons belonging to 
particular gotras ; — ^hence it follows that the act enjoined should be done by 
persons belonging to those same gotras. — Just as in connection with the 
‘ Five-sliced {PanchdvaMa) offering’, it is said that ‘ the Five-sliced offering 
is meant for those belonging to the Jamadagni-gotra and hence it is taken 
as meant for only persons belonging to that gotra ; the same should be the 
ease in the present instance also.” . 

StiTRA (29). 

[PdBVAPAKSA (C)] — “ Inasmuch as the passage contains an 
Injunction, — ^and the Veda mentions cebtain pebsons (in 

CONNECTION WITH THAT INJUNCTION), — THE MENTION OF 
THESE SHOULD BE TREATED AS COMMEND ATOBY.” 

Bhdsya. 

The'term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth in the preceding 
Sutra. 

“ The passage contains an Injunction ; such being the case, the mention 
of the names of persons should be taken as commendatory. As a matter of-,’ 
fact, the Veda has put forward a commendation in regard to the InjttncbUm, 
not in regard to the person enjoined ; the naming of the person is only for 
the purpose of commending the Injunction. What the Injunction declares 
is an act, and what the commendation means is that ‘ inasmuch as the 
act enjoined has been done by such a person, it must be right ’ ; — ^in this 
the person is mentioned not aa connected with the doing of the act, but 
as something to be eulogised. — ‘Why so?’ — Because there is no other 
commendatory word in the text. — OPurther, if we take the sentence as 
mentioning the aa, we admit the denotation of the words, while if 

we take it as asserting the connection of the act with the person, we admit 



what is indicated by Syntactical Connection ; and the latter is, on that account, 
weaker in authority. — ^From all this it follows that the sentence contains an 
Injunction, and that for all men, not only for those descended from the 
person named.” . 

[The difference between Piirvapahsa (A) and (C) is that, according to (A), the 
sentence is a pure Injunction, while according to (0), it is partly Injunction and 
partly Commendation.] 

SUTRA (30). 

[SiDDHiNTA ] — Is REALITY, IT SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A COMMENDATORY 
STATEMENT, BEOAXTSB IT IS COMPLEMENTARY TO AN INJUNCTION j 
HENCE IT MUST BE TAKEN' AS A PURE REITEBATION. 

Bhdsya. 

The view just set forth is also rejected by the use of the term ‘ in reality 
The passage in question is not an Injtmction meant for persons belonging 
to the same gotra as the persons named, — ^nor an Injunction for all men ; — - 
in fact it is not an Injunction at all ; — in reality it is only a commendatory 
statement. — “ Why so ? ” — Because it is complementary to an Injunction ; in 
connection with the Pcvrakrti passage quoted, they put forward a totally dif • 
ferent injunction as contained in the text ‘ Therefore ono should eat only such 
things as grow wild in the forest ’ ; — and in conneotion with the Purdkalpa 
passage quoted, they put forward the injunction contained in the text — 
‘ They should cook it in the fire of the Householder and then offer it — ^It is 
not possible for two separate injunctions to be connected syntactically ; 
and the construction of the two passages quoted — Parakrti and Purdkalpa — 
if they were taken as Injunctions — ^would be entirely different from what it 
would be when they are taken as containing only commendatory statements ; 
they could not be taken as Injunction and Commendation at one and 
the same time (as it has been suggested under Su. 29). — ’From all this it 
follows that the passages in question are purely commendatory. 



ADHiKARAijrA (13) : The term ‘ thousand, years ’ stands for 
thousand days \ 


SUTRA (31). 


[PuBVAPAKSA (A) — continued] — “The ‘Thousand-year Sacrifice 

MUST BE TAKEN AS BEING FOR THOSE WHOSE LIFE-SPAN IS OF 
THAT EXTENT,— IT BEING IMPOSSIBLE FOB HUMAN BEINGS.” 


There is the ‘ Thousand-year Sacrifice ’ laid down in the following text — 
f Pawdw/pawdhcUihc^ samvcOsardh, pancMpaw^dshatah panchadaahdh, 

panchapaikttdshaiah mptadashdh, paiudio,panchdshatah ekavimshdh, mshvasrja- 
mayanam aatmaramnmatmmm ’ [‘ Fifty-five with threefold Samvatsara, 
fifty-five with fifteen, fifty-five with seventeen, fifty-five with twenty-one ; 
the Vishvasrjamayana is a Thousand-year Sacrifice ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the following question — ^Does this passage 
mean that only those Beings are entitled to the sacrifice mentioned who live 
for a thousand years ? — Or for human beings ? If for htunan beings then, 
what does it mean, from among several meanings suggested later on (in the 
following Sutras) ? Or is the term ‘ samvatsara ‘ year to be taken here 
in sense of ‘ day ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view (A) is as follows : — “ The sacrifice 
can only be for those who live for a thousand years. — ^Why so ? — Because 
it is impossible for human beings ; among hmnan beings, such a long life is 
impossible ; it is only Gandharvas and such other Celestial Beings who 
have such a long life, as has been described in the Smrtia. 


SUTRA (32). 


[P0RVAPAK§A (A) — concluded ] — “ Thebe is a commendatory text 

WHICH ALREADY INDICATES THAT THE PERFORMERS OF THE 
SACBIFICB ABE BeINGS OTHER THAN HUMAN.” 


‘ There is the following text-r~‘ When Prajdpati was creating the crea- 
, evil Death attacked Him He performed aiisterity for a thousand 
i, with a view to get rid of the eYil,’:? .the ‘ austerity ’ here referred to 
arly the ‘ Thousand-year Sstcrificer [and |it is spoken of here as having 
performed by Prajdpat)i]i fix)^. whiith it. follows that the sacrifice is 
:or human , beings.”' ■' % -j ,• -.‘i i ' , 


SUTRA (33). 


'[PtJBVAPAK^A. (B)]— “ Ob, IT-MUST BE MBAJfT TO BE PEEFOBMBD BY 
HUMAN BEINGS, AS IT IS THEIE SPHERE OF ACTIVITY.” 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ or ’ implies the rejection of the view [Furvapaksa (A)] set 
forth above. 

“The sacrifice is not for OandJiarvas and other celestial beings: it is 
human beings that are to be taken as entitled to the performance of the 
•sacrifice. — Why ? — Because it is their sphere of activity ; that is, scriptural 
Injunctions have been found to appertain to the activity of human beings ; 
as they alone are capable of fulfilling all the details of actions laid down in 
-the Injxinctions, — ‘ But hum an beings cannot live so long.’ — Answer : 
They can attain longevity by means of medicines.” 

SUTRA (34). 

■ XRefutation of PObvapak^a (B)] — That cannot be ; because they 

DO NOT POSSESS THAT CAPACITY. 

JBhdsya. 

No medicines have been found to possess Ihe capacity of prolonging 
life to the extent of a thousand years. All that they are capable of doing 
is— the improving of digestive powera, the removal of wrinkles and grey hair, 
the improving of voice and complexion and the r^uscitation of memory ; — 
they are never found to bring about longevity.— “ Prom the improvement 
■of voice and complexion and other signs, we shall infer a longer life also.” — 
That is not possible, we say. — “ Why ? ” — ^Because there is the text declaring 
that ‘ a man’s life extends to a hundred years ’ (‘ Shatdyurvai pimitKAy ') ; 
and this would not be true if a man were to live longer. — “ We may expound 
the compound word ‘Shatayu’ as ‘Shaidniayuh yasya*, ‘one whose span 
of life extends over hundreds of years ’.” — ^Ntunerals are not compounded in 
this fashion ; nor are they expressive (even when formed). The learned 
people have also declared that ‘ there can be no compounding of words with 
the dmd or the plural endings ’. 

SUTRA (36). 

[Further refutation of P(Jbvapae;§a (B)] — ^Also because no 

CONNECTION HAS EVER BEEN PERCEIVED. 

, Ehofya. . 

Never have medicines ^v«r been found to be coimected with such 
longevity (as extends over a thouatod years) ; and until such a eormection 
has been actually perceived tlseite; ean be no inference from it. — “ There 
could be an inference from gcsini^l|irpmise8 : Medicines are actually foxmd to 
hritig about smaller degrees of and it stands to reason that, if they 
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were repeatedly taken, they would become more and more effective and would 
bring about a permanent stability in the body. Though there is the declara- 
tion ‘ The man’s life-span extends to a hundred years yet we find people 
actually living longer than that.” — The answer to this is as follows : — 
The premiss suggested is not true beyond doubt ; even though it may be 
that the medicines used bring about ail that is possible in thfe way of the 
Stability of the body, even to such an extent as has never before been per- 
ceived ; — ^for instance, when walking, people may attain all the speed possible, 
but by mere repetition they could not proceed even four miles, during the 
whole of their human life. So that in the case in question, as there would 
be no connection (between the medicines and longevity), it would always be 
open to doubt whether or not people (using the medicines) would secme 
longevity; and if this remains doubtful, there can be no inference from that 
premiss ; and in the matter of imperceptible things, nothing can be accepted 
without sufficient proof. — ^From all this it is clear that without doubt there 
are no persons living so long (as a thousand years), — and this is what has- 
been asserted regarding human beings. 

Q^^es^^or^— “ What then does the text mean ? ” 

[In answer we have the following Siitra, which sets forth the third. 
Purvapah§a -view.} 

SUTRA (36). 

[PflRVAPAE;§A (C)] — “What is laid down should be regarded- 
AS A * Function for Generations — says Kar§najini ; 

AS IT IS IMPOSSIBLE FOB A SINGLE MAN,” 

Bhdsya. 

“ If the sacrifice is meant for human beings, then it must be regarded 
as a ‘ Fimction for Generations ’, — ^this is the opinion that has been held by 
the teacher, Karsnayini. — ‘ For what reason ? ’ — Because it is impossible for 
one man. The Injunction is for men, and no single man can complete the 
sacrifice ; it being then necessary to find out how the sacrifice could be per- 
formed, the only possible course appears to be that several capable men should 
undertake the performance, — and their descendants ^yould carry on what 
, has been begun and would finish it in due course of time.” 

SUTRA (37). 

[Refutation of Purvapaksa (C)]— In reality, inasmuch as the 

ENTIRE PERFORMANCE SHOULD BE CONNECTED WITH A SINGLE 
performer, THE PEEFORMANCE -OF THE SACRIFICE 
SHOULD BE DONE. BY A SINGLE PERSON. 

. ; : / Bha^a. 

It has been understood (under 30. 3. 7. 18 ci seq.) that the fruit of 
actions laid down in the scriptures, accrue to, the performer ; and also that 
, that man alone is entitled to p^oim a sacrifice who is capable of doing it- 
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For these reasons, the theory of the sacrifice in question being a ‘ function 
■for generations ’ cannot be accepted. — “ What then does it mean ? 
What it is taken to mean is that the mere knowledge and reciting of the 
text (laying down the sacrifice) is a duty ; and in support of this there is the 
Vedic declaration that ‘ the Veda should be studied ’ [and the text in question 
is part of the Veda]. “ Then in that case, on the strength of the text, it 
should be believed that if people perform the sacrifice in question, then 
longevity increases.” — ^This also caimot be accepted ; as there is no groimd 
for such a belief ; in support of such a belief, we have neither a scriptural text, 
nor any other source of knowledge.— “ Presumption would be the requisite 
proof ; as without such a notion, the text would be useless — ^The answer 
to this is that it would not be useless ; the mere reading of the text would 
be productive of an ‘unseen’ result;, and in a general way, it is much 
.-simpler to assume an ‘ unseen ’ result in general than to assume the particular 
unseen result that ‘ longevity increases ’. — Or it may be admitted that the 
passage does become useless ; it is better to admit that than to assume a 
result^ for which there is no reason. — “ Two hundred and fifty men might 
be ii^tiated for the performance and these would finish the sacrifice in four 
years.” — But this would militate against the number of performers fixed 
by ordinance; this has been done by such ordinances as ^ not mare than 
twenty-four and not less than seventeen persons should undertake the per- 
formance of a Satra — “ In order to save a text from becoming useless, 
■we might give the fixed number.” — That would not be right; since 
there is a result following from the mere reading of the text (which thus 
•cannot be regarded as useless). Hence the solution suggested is not right. 

Question— What then is the meaning ? ” 

Anstoer — ^It is as follows ; — 

SUTRA <38). 

'Tb®BE BBUsTG mutual INOONSISTBIICY, ONE OF THE TWO TBBMS MUST 
be TAKEN" IN THE INDIRECT FIGUEATIVE SENSE,— SAYS 

Labukayana. 

Bhdsya. 

In this ease, one of the two terms must be taken in an indirect figurative 
sense ; either the term ‘ sanwatsara ’ (year) is to be taken as standing for 
what is, not-samvatsas-a, or the term pancha/panchdshaiah ' is to be taken 
in a figiuative sense. — ^Why so ? — Because there is mutual inconsistency ; if 
both the terms are taken as laying down what is directly expressed by them, 
then there is an inconsistency.^ — ^How 1 — ^There would be syntactical split 
if it were the ‘ fifty-five ’, and hot- the V' years ’, that were ‘threefold’; 
on the other hand, if the ‘ years ’ were ‘ threefold ’, then the ‘ fifty -five ’ 
-could not be so. — ^By reason of this inconsistency, one or the other one of 
the two expressions must be taken in an indirect figurative sense. — Such is 
the opinion that has been held by the teacher, Lahukdyana. 
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SUTRA (39). 

It is the teem ‘ yeae ’ that should be taken in an indieegt 

EIGUEATIVE SENSE ; BECAUSE IT IS SOMETHING VAEIABLE. 

BMsya. 

It has been said that one of the two terms should be taken in its indireoi< 
figurative sense ; it has got to be decided which one it is to be. That is what is 
explained here. It is the term ‘ samvatsara \ ‘ year that should be taken as 
used here in an indirect figurative sense. — ^Why so ? — Becaitse it is something 
variable ; as a matter of fact, the connotation of the term ‘ year ’ is variable ; 
for instance, (1) there is the ‘ year ’ called ‘ sdvana ’ (‘ solar ’), consisting of 
a definite number of days, (2) then there is the ‘ year ’ consisting of the 
three seasons — ^Winter, Summer and Rains, and (3) lastly there is the 
* Itmar year ’ ; and it can therefore be referred to in several ways. As fpr 
the term ‘ panchapaAchashaiah ' on the other hand, it connotes a definite 
number, and ceases to be applicable if that number is less even by one. 

StJTRA (40). 

[PtfEVAPAK§A (D)] — “ That woed (‘ samvatsaea ‘ yeae ’) should 

BE taken as in the CASE OF THE AeGHETYPE ; BECAUSE THAT 
IS WHAT SHOULD BE APPLICABLE HEEE.” 

Bha§ya. 

** In connection with the Oavdmayana sacrifice (which is the Archetype 
of the Sahasrasamvatsara sacrifice), months have been spoken of, and it has 
been explained that in that context the term ‘ Samvatsara ’ (‘ year ’) stands 
for the month, the text being ‘ it is the month that is the year Consequently 

in the present instance also, it must be ‘fifty -five monks' that are meant; 
hence ‘ Thousand Years ’ should be taken as standing for ‘ Tho\xsa,nd Months 
— *But in that case the term Sahasrasamvatsara, Thousand-year saorifice, 
would not be applicable.’ — The answer to that is that the term ‘ S<dut- 
srasamvatsara ’ is only a name, and it does not connote an accessory detail 
(in the shape of the period of Pime) ; and certainly a mere name is never 
enjoined (or predicated) ; and so long as it is not enjoined, it can be applied 
on the basis of any connotation that may be fotmd suitable.” 


This view [Purvapaksa (D)] also is not acceptable ; this also is open to 
the same objection. Because ey^,. 60 ^.[‘ thousand months^ would mean 
over 83 years, and] no man woulld live so long as to complete this course 
(of 83 years), because it would have to start aft^ his marriage, Fire- 
installation and the Soma-sacrificef psp thAt by the he, ^ould complete the 

* ScthasrasamvcUsara' sacrifice, he shield have become very much more 
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tlifl.Ti 100 years old] ; and the inevitable result would be that, i£ one were to 
undertake the performance of this sacrifice, his life-span would be spent up 
before the sacrifice is completed. — ^So that it would appear more reasonable 
to assume an unseen result to follow from the mere reading of the text 
(enjoining the sacrifice). 

“In that case, inasmuch as the Dvadashaha is the Arehets^e, we 
may take it as ‘fifty-five twelve-days’ ; in support of this we have the 
text saying ' Twelve-night periods are the replica of the year’ ; [so that 
‘Thousand yearn’ woTild stand for ‘Thousand Twelve-days \ 'wMch. would 
mean only a little over 33 years}; and this will not be open to the said 
objection (of the period being too long for a man’s life-span).” 

This is not possible ; because in the text quoted. — ‘ Dv/ddasha vai rai- 
ryah samvatsarasya pratimdh ’ [‘ Twelve-nights are the replica of the year ’] — 
— ^the term ^ratri’- (‘night’) is not dependent for its connection upon the 
term * sarhvatsara ’ (‘ year ’), because it is connected directly with the 
term ‘ pratima ’ (‘ replica ’), Further, the phrase used in the original text is 
\pahdiapanchdahatah trivrtah ’ and the term ‘ trivrt ’ (‘ threefold ’) has been 
found to be used in the sense of ‘Twelve Days’, not ‘Twelve Nights’. — 
From all this it is clear that what has been suggested in the Siitra (40) is 
not right. 

SUTRA (41). 

[Final SiDDsjbsrTA] — In BEAiiiTY, the teem shoiold be taken as 

STANBINO EOB ‘DAYS’, AS IT IS THE NTJMBEB OF DAYS THAT 
ABE BBFEBBED TO (iN THE TEEM ‘TEIYBT’). 

Bhd§ya. 

The term ‘ in reality ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth under 
the foregoing Sutra ; it is not true that what are meant are ‘ Fifty-five 
twelm-day-periods ’ ; because it is days that are referred to in the term ‘ trivrt ’ . 
Hence the term ‘ sammtsara ' (‘ year ’) must be taken as standing for ‘ day ’. 

Or (the »S«tra may be explained in the followiog manner) :—r-The term 
‘in reality ’ implies the rejection of the Purvapaksa view. What are meant 
are not ‘fifty -five months’, but ‘’days’. Because at the Dvadashaha, what 
forms the subject of the Context is the ‘ Trivrt’ Day ; and 'the term 
‘ samvatsara ’ (‘ year ’) has been applied to the day, in the following text — 
‘ The Sun is aU the seasons ; when the Sun rises, it is Spring {Vasanta) ; 
when it is forenoon, it is Svamner (Gnsma) ; when it is midday, it is Bains 
{Varsd); when it is afternoon, it is Auttmrn {Sharat); when the Sxm sets, 
it is Winter {Hemanta) and Midnvmter {Shishira) ’ ; in this way all the seasons 
are gone through during the day ; and aU the seasons go to make up the 
year. It is for this reason that the Day is spoken of by means of the word 
‘ sarhvatsara ’ (‘ year ’). 

Then again, in the phrase ‘parichc^hchdshaiah trivrtah’, the number 
‘fifty -five’ pertains to the Trivifs p — the DvadasharcUri * (Twelve nights) 
do not constitute the Trivrt ; as the Trivft is only one day dming the 
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Dvddashdha sacrifice ; — any co-ordination between the number of ‘ Trivi't ’ 
and the Dmdasharatra could not be possible on the basis of Direct Denota- 
tion ; it could be got at only through the indirect indication of the relationship 
of the Drivft Day ; — on the other hand, the Triwii Day is a direct reference 
to the number ; hence its eo-ordmation could be got at by Direct Denotation ; 
— and Direct Denotation is more powerful than Indirect Indication. — From 
all this it follows that when the text speaks of ‘fifty-five’ in connection with 
‘ year it is that are meant.' 


ADHYAYA VI. 

pAba viil 

Abhikabaij^a (1) : Only a person who has not installed the 
Fire is entitled to perform the ‘ Chaturhotr-homa\ 

St?TRA (1). 

[P0BVAPAX§A (A)] — ^“ThE HoMA, even though mUEPENDENT AED 
EOT SUBSIDIARY TO A SACRIFICE, SHOULD BE OFFERED INTO 
THE CONSECRATED FIRE ; BECAUSE IT IS PRECEDED BY THE 
I§p: ; AND BECAUSE THE INSTALLATION (OF FiRE) 
APPERTAINS TO ALL (OFFERINGS).” 

BMsya. 

In connection with the Ch^Unrhotr-homha we read — ‘ Prajdkamam 
chaturhotra ydjayU, chtUurgrhUamdjyam grhitvd chaturhotdram vydchahe^ta 
I pwnihM grahmdrdhamjuhuydt tadvttarii}drdhain ’ [‘ If a man desires ofispring, 
one should sacrifice for him with the Chaturhotf'rmntra ; taking up the 
Chaturgrhita Clarified Butter, one should recite the Chaturhotr-mantra, and 
with the first cup he should offer one-half of it and with the second cup, the 
Qther half ’], ' 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Are oblations like these 
to be offered in Fires consecrated through the performance of the Pavamdna- 
? Or also in Fires not consecrated ? — ^There are other alternatives 
also which will be discussed in due course. 

On this question, the Pdrvapaksa (A) is as follows : — “ Oblations like 
those in question should be offered into the consecrated Fires, even though 
it be not subsidiary to any sacrifice. Though the Darvi-homa oblations are 
independent (and self-sufficient) and as such do not require any details from 
any other sacrifices, — yet the nature of the Ahavanlya and other Fires is 
such that tl^ey call for the Homa and other offerings, on account of such 
Vedic texts as — *When one offers an oblation into’ the Ahavav^a Fire, 
his desires become satisfied*. Thus all HoUlas being preceded by the 
Jsti {Pavamdna), it follows that oblations like the one in question shoxfid be 
offered into the consecrated Fires.** 

StJTRA (2). 

[Refutation of PUrvapae^a (A)] — ^But the fact mAT the 

* CSATURHOTR-HOMAS ’ HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF AS ‘ I?'?! ’ SHOWS 
THAT THEir ARB TO BE OFFERED INTO UNCONSECRATED FiBE. 

■ ^ ^ ^ ' ' BM^ya, ■ ^ 

The term * but ’ sets aside the view set forth in Su. (1). 
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As a matter of fact, the GJutturl^tr-homaa are to be offered into uncon- 
secrated Fires ; this is clearly shown by the following text — ‘ This Js<i, 
Ghaturhotr, is for one who not installed the Fires’; this means that 
though, as a rule, there are no ‘lasts’ for one who has not installed the 
Fires, yet the Ghaturhotr-oblatiom constitute the 10 for him alone ; — 
and this clearly shows that oblations like these (Ghaturhotr) are to be per- 
formed by one who haa not installed the Fires. Hence they should be 
offered into unconsecrated Fires. 

Says the Opponent — “ A mere indicative reason proves nothing, an 
injrmctive tesjt should be pointed out 

In answer to this we have the following Sutra : — 

StiTRA (3). 

Thebe IS ah actual Ihjuhcjtioh, rr Bsma somethtnq hot already 

KHOWH. 



The following would be the requisite Injunction in regard to offerings 
not subsidiary to any sacrifice — ‘Jad andhitdgneh Tcriya' [‘Such is the 
performance by one who has not msfcalled the Fires ’]. It is when taken 
thus that the declaratima (herein contained) serves a useful purpose ; other- 
wise a meare assertion would be useless ; and the sentence quoted has the 
Injunctive force. Hence it should be taken as the injunction of offering 
Homo into unoonsecrated fires. 

SUTRA (4). 

[PUevapaksa (B)]— “ This should apply to all oblatiohs because 

THEBE IS HO DISTIHOTIOH. 

Bhaaya. 

Says a third party — “ We admit that the text quoted is an Injunction ; 
but we do not admit that it applies fo only such oblations as are not subsidiary 
to a sacrifice; as a matter of . fact, it sJwuM apply to all ohlationa — ^those 
that are subsidiary to a sacrifice, as also those, like the Ghaturhotr-homa, 
\fhich are not subsidiary to a sacrifice.-r 7 Why so ? — Because there is no dis- 
tinction ; there is .no such distinction, as that ‘ what is laid down here pertains 
to such oblations as are subsidiary^ to a sacrifice, and not to those that are 
not subsidiary to a sacrifice ,what has been laid down (regarding 

oblations being offered in unconseeratod fire) should apply to all oblations.” 
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SUTRA (5). I 

[Siddhanta]— Ib reality, there are no sacrieices that can 

BE BBRFORMBD BY ONE WHO HAS NOT INSTALLED THE EeBES ; 

HENCE WHAT HAS BEEN LAID DOWN HEBE APPLIES TO 

ONLY SUCH OBLATIONS AS ARE NOT SUBSIDIARY | 

TO ANY SAOROTGE. ! 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ in. reality ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth in the 

Purvapak§a, 1 

As a matter of fact, the detail that has been laid down applies to only I 

those oblations that are not subsidiary to a sacrifice, and not to those that 
are subsidiary to a sacrifice.— Why so ? — Became there is no sacrifice for 
one who has not installed the Fires ; as a matter of fact, there are no sacrifices 
to be performed by one who has not installed th% Fires ; — and if a subsidiary 
to a sacrifice were done by itself alone (not along with the sacrifice to which 
it is subsidiary), it would serve no useful purpose j because no other result 
can be assumed to follow from it, as there would be no authority for such an 
assumption. As for the declaration, there is another purpose that might 
be served by it ; it cannot justify the assumption that a sacrifice may be 
performed by one who has not installed the Fires. — ^From all this it follows 
that what has been laid down applies to such oblations as are not subsidiary 
to a sacrifice. 

StTRA (6). 

[Says the Opponent] — “ In fact, it should be mere- repetition of 
THE Mantra ; as there is no fire.” 

Ehd§ya. 

The particle ‘ vd ’ (‘in fact *) implies the rejection of the view just set 
■forth.. 

“Oblations like those in question are not to be offered into the un- 
consecrated fire.— Why ?— Because the Installation of Fire is a necessary 
auxiliary to aU kinds of sacrifices:—* But there is the declaration to the 
effect that is the Ispi for one who has not installed the Fire. * — ^That is not 

it means, we reply ^' tlfis d^ may be taken as a commendation 

of the repetition of the Uahtra ; what have been oommended in the declaration 
just quoted are those acts that ire;: i| the form of repeating certain Man^, 

—not all the Ohatvrhotf-<^Jati^, It only thus that such passages as 
‘One should pour oblations iihavamya Fi^e> can serve a useful 
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StiTRA (7). 

[Answer] — ^Inasmuch as the act has been eulogised as an ‘ Isti 

IT MUST BE UNDERSTOOD AS ‘ HoMA ’ ; THE MENTION OE ‘ EtRES ’ 

IS WITHOUT REVERENCE TO ANY PARTICULAR ACT ; HENCE 
IT MAY APPLY TO OTHER ACTS, IT CANNOT APPLY 
TO THE OBLATIONS IN QUESTION. 

Bhmya. 

It has been argued that “ the declaration that ‘ the act done by one who 
has not installed the Fires is similar to the Isti ’ refers to repetitions of 
Mantras ”, — But that is not so. The declaration is not to be construed as 
‘ This act that is done by the person who has not installed the Fires is similar 
to the Ispi\ — Why ? — Because the mere reiteration of similarity would be 
useless. While in the other interpretation, the declaration would be an 
Injunction and as such serve a useful purpose, the injunction beings — ‘ This 
act of Isti is to be done by one who has not installed the Fires ’ ; thus the 
commendation of the Isti must be regarded as a reference to the Homa- 
oblations % because ‘ Isti ’ is sacrifice, and that same, when accompanied by 
the fxxrther act of throwing the oblations into some receptacle (Fire or Water), 
becomes {Homa\ — ^It has been argued that “the consecrated Ahavanlya 
Fire is for the purpose of all kinds of Homa”. — ^But the declaration that 
has been quoted to that effect is not with reference to the Chaturhotr -oblations, 
but to Homos in general, without any specification ; and as it cannot apply 
to the Chaturhotr -homos, it could be applied to other Homos ; w^hile as for the 
Ohaiurhotr-homas, these have been declared as to be done by one who has 
‘ not installed the Fires ; hence the consecrated Ahavanlya Fire cannot be an 
auxiliary to these Homos. 

StJTRA (8). 

[Objection] — “They must be eor both, like the ‘ PmiYAJSfA 
Bhci?ya. 

“It is not right to say that the Ghaturhotf -homos are to be offered 
by ordy one who has not installed the Fires ; because, as a matter of fact, 
they most be jor both, like the Pitfyajiia ; just as the Pitryajva is performed 
by one who has installed the Fires as well as by one who has not installed 
the Fires; — similarly would the Ghaturhotr-homas also be performed by 
both. — ^How do you know this ? — It has been already explained that if the 
declaration is taken as a mere reiteration, then the Homos should be per- 
formed by those who have installed the Fires; while if it is taken as an 
Injunction, then the Homos should be performed by one who has not in- 
stalled the Fires. When both the inteiTpretations are possible, it cannot be 
right to reject what is clearly esq)re|^d by the words. — ^Hence we conclude 
I that the Chaturhotr -homas are to be performed by both — one who has 
installed the Fires, as well as one who has not installed the Fires.” 


sh:ababa-bh1§ya : 

S^TRA (9). 


1208 

fAirswEE]— I n BEAiiTr, the lOEimoiir is of one who has not instaijled 

THE 1^1^; BECAUSE THE FlBB HAS NOT BEEN MENTIONED 
WITH EEFEEENCE TO ANY PABTIOULAE ACT. 

BMsya. 

It is not right that the Chaturhotr-^mnas should be performed by both 
(one who has installed the Fire, and one who has not installed thmi). — 
Why ? — ^Because the declaration is in reference to one who has not installed 
the Fires. The person to whom, the declaration — ‘This lafi is for one issho 
has not installed the Fires’ — is applied is not one who has installed the Fires ; 
beoanse the force of the dedyEuration does not justify that interpretation. 
Even if the ded.aration were taken as commendatory, that would not be 
incompatiibie with our view. Lastly, it has been already explained that 
the text ^Homa is to be offered into the consecrated Ahammya Fire* does 
not refer to the Ohaturhoir-homas only. — From all this it follows that Homos 
like those in qtiesticm, are for men who have not installed the Fires, 

StiTRA (10). 

As BEGARDS THE PtTBYAJSIA, IT HAS BEEN EEPE^TED AFTER HAVING 
BEEN AEBEABY UATD a>OWN- 

Shasya. 

It has been ar^xed that “ the case of tit© Momae in questimi would he 
like those of the Fitjyajna — But in the case of the Pitryajna it is omiy 
rig^ that it should be performed by one who has installed the IheSj as well 
ashyone who has nof Installed the Fires; because after having be^ laid down 
in connection with one who has installed the Fac^ it is repeated again — It 
should be done also by one who has not installed the Fires’ ; this text, saying 
that * it can be done also by one who ba« not installed the Fir^ ’, Tnfl.1rft« it 
possible for the Anvdharya offering to be cooked on the unconsecrated Fire. 
In the case of the Ohaitirhotf-homas on the other hand, we do not have both 
these declarations ; here there is only one declaration to the effect that 
*It is the Isti for one who has nof installed the Fires’, — ‘the term ‘also’ 
ndt being there. Hence the case of the Ghaturhotr-homas is not analogous 
to that of the Pitryagna. 

[Mandana Mishra makes a separate Adhikarana which is only a corollary to 
what has been said under Su. 6. The question is — ^Are all ChcOurhofr-homas to 
be done in unconsecrated Fire ? Or only those that are not subsidiary to a sacrifice ? 
The Svddhanla is that those that are subsidiary to a sacrifice can be performed only ,, 
in consecrated Fires and hence only by those who have installed their own Fixes.] 




Admik, AK A ijr A (2) : The Homa in connection with the 
* Upanayana\ ^Brahmic Initiation', is to he 
offered into the Unconsecrated Fire. 

St)TRA (11). 

|^PtfBVAPAK§A] — “ When going to perform: the * Brahmic Initiation 

ONE SHOULD ‘ INSTALL ’ THE FiRES ; BECAUSE THERE IS ‘ HOMA ’ 

TO BE OFFERED.” 


Bhd§ya. 


There is the text — ‘ Upanayarhstisrbhirjuhuydt ’ [‘ When going to 
perform the Brahmic Initiation one should offer the Homa with three 
Mantras ’]. 

In regard to this, there -arises the question — ^Is this Homa to be offered 
into Fires consecrated by the rites of * Installation’ ? Or into unconsecrated 
.ones ? 

On this question, the Purvapak§a view is. as follows : — “ When going to 
perform . the Brahmic Initiation, one should install the Fires ; — ^why ? — 
because there is Homa to be offered, — ^into the Ahavanvya (consecrated) Fire, — 
according to the text — ‘ When one offers Hama into the Ahcwcmlya Fire, 
thereby his desired end is fulfilled ’. — ^From this it follows that these Homos 
(connected with the Upanayema) are to be offered only after Fvre-installaPion 
has been done.” 

StJTRA (12). 


[Siddhanta] — In reality, like the ‘sacrifice offered by the 

N19ADA-CHIEF *, THE HoMAS are to BE OFFERED INTO THE 
‘ ORDINARY ’ Fire, because they precede the ACQUISI- 
TION OF LEARNING. 


Bhasya. 


It is not the right view that the Homas in question should be offered 
after the Installation of Fire ; — ^the right view is that they should be offered 
in the ordinary (unconsecrated) Fire ; — why ? — became they precede the 
acquisition of learning ; i.e. these Homas are offered for the purpose of 
acquiring learning; while it is only afl»r one, has acquired learning that he 
becomes entitled to perform the Fire-Insolation Rites, — as before that 
he has not the requisite capacity ;-^hence' ifk is not possible that the Homas 
in coimection with Brahmic Initiatic^? should be offered after the Fire- 
Installation. — ^In fact, it should bq. as in; the case of the sacrifice offered 
by the Nissda-chief (which ..is Fires). [Vide 
A<iSyj(wm?w,(S), below]. 1,4 ' J 'll; ,' 1 1 | a, -r.' . ' 
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shabara-bha§ya : 


StJTRA (13). 

Then again, ‘ Fire-instaixation ’ is connected with ‘ whb 



‘ Fire -installation ’ has heen declared to be ‘ connected with wife’ ; — 
and the ‘ taking of wife ’ comes after the acquisition of learning ; — ^from this 
also it follows that ‘Fire-installation’ cannot precede (the Homos offered 
at the Bralnnie Initiation), . 

Says the Opponent — “The ‘taking of wife’ that is done before Fire- 
installation would serve the purposes of sacrificial acts, while that which is 
done after the Fire-installation, — on the strength of the declaration to that 
effect,- — would serve the purpose of begetting offspring 
This is answered in the following Sutra : — • 

SUTRA (14). 

The ‘ taking of wife ’ done AETEK, the RniE-INSTAIiLATION WOULD 
BE WEONG ; BECAUSE IT IS BY MEANS OF SACEHICtAL ACTS 
THAT THE FlBES AEE BROUGHT TOGETHER. 

Bha§ya. 

The ‘ taking of wife if done after Fire-installation, would be wrong ; — 
why ?— because the and other Fires are brought iogeiher by means 

of sacrificial acts [so that for these acts the wife would be essential, and 
this would have to be done b^ore the Fire-installation]. Then again, it 
has been settled that the Fires are installed by man for his own purpose. 
Hanoe it is not right to say that the ‘ taking of wife ’ could be done at both 
times (i.e. before as well as after the Fire-installation), 

SUTRA (15). 

“ It WOULD BE AS IN THE CASE OE THE ShBADDHA ”, — ^IF THIS IS URGED 
[then the answer would be as in the next Sutra’]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ Just as the Pin4a-pi^-yajha’ is performed by 
one who lias installed the Fires as well as by one who has not installed the 
Fires, — so would the ‘ taking of wife ’ be done by both 
This has got to be refuted (which is done below) — 

SOTRA (16). 

That cannot ieb ; as Iwould be contrary to the Vbdio 

' . ;DBCLAH/ti5?)2sr. 

What has been urged above caxinot b© done ; as such a course would 
be contrary to the Vedic declaration. If it were taken as suggested, and 
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the ‘taking of wife ’ were done before the acquisition of learning, this 
would be contrary to the declaration that the ‘taking of wife’ should 
come aSter the acquisition of Imming [and learning is essential for Fire- 
installation], — “ But the marriage done before the acquisition of learning 
woxild be for a definite purpose, and would be different from the marriage 
laid down as to be done after the acquisition of learning.” — That cannot be ; 
because it is jr^t for the regulation of the marriage for a purpose that the 
time is restricted (to after the acquisition of learning) ; and the Brahmic 
Initiation also is for the purpose of being able to perform the sacrificial 
acts ; and if this were done after the marrying of the second wife, there 
would be an incongruity. 

SUTRA (17). 

Inasmuch as a single wipe sehyes all purposes, the purpose op 

BEGETTING A SON SHOULD NOT PROMPT (A SECOND MAEBIAGB). 

Bhd^a. 

It might be argued that — “ The wife taken before Fire-installation serves 
the purposes of sacrificial acts, wlnle that taken after the Fire-installation 
would serve the pmrpose of begetting offspring ; so that there would be no 
incongruity or inconsistency ”, 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^What has been suggested is not right ; 
because the wife (once taken) serves allpurposes, and she could not be regarded 
as being for the purposes of offspring only. It has been declared (imder 
6, 1. 13) that * the desire for results proceeding from sacrifices is equally 
present in the woman also ’, — ^For this reason also there cannot be two 



Then again, wo find the following declaration in Smrtis — ‘In naatters 
relating to Duty, Property and Pleasure, she shall not be neglected ’ ; 
and if a second wife were taken, the first one would certainly be neglected. 
For this reason also there should not be two marriages. One and the same 
wife would serve both the purposes — of sacrificial acts and of begetting 
offspring. — ^And this wife is to be taken after the acquisition of Learning. 

From all this it follows that the Homas in coimection with the Brahmic 
Initiation (which precede the acquisition of Learning) cannot be offered in 
consecrated Fires [as consecration of Fires can come only after Marriage, 
and it has been shown that there can be no marriage before the acquisition of 
Learmng.} _ 

SUTRA (18). 

But in yiew op what is declared regarding the Soma-drinker 
(not taking a second wipe), it pollows that ordinarily a 

SECOND MARRIAGE IS PERMISSIBLE ; HENCE ONE MAY 
MARRY (a second TIME). 

Eha§ya. 

{The Siddhdntin demure to part of what has been said under the preceding 
Stttm] — ^We admit that before the Brahmic Initiation there can be no wife ; 




but when it is said that ‘thei» can be one and only one wife we cannot 
admit that. Just as there is the Smrti-teoBt that ‘ The wife should not be ignored 
in matters relating to Duty, Property and Pleasure’, and that ‘while 
there is a wife endowed with virtue and offspring, one should not take 
another — similarly we have also the Smrti-text to the effect that ‘ on the 
failure of one, one should take another Hence if one’s wife is not endowed? 
with virtue and offspring, he should certainly take another. 

Wha£ is declared regarding the Soma-drinJcer , — ^this is a reference to 
the ArtJtavada-pas^ge ‘ The Soma-drinker should not 3narry another 
wife which (denying the second wife to the Soma-drinker alone) shows that 
ordinarily a second wife may be taken. 


SUTRA (19). 


BEGAEDS THUl ‘ PrTRYAJffA IT IS REGARDED AS TO BE PERFORMED 
BEFORE RtEE-ESrSTAIiLATIOISr (ALSO), BECAUSE A DECLARATION 
TO THAT EFFECT IB ACTUALLY FOUND, 


Bhdsya. 


Qiiestiort — “How then, are there both times for the PUi-yagna (i.e. 
before Pire-installation as well as after it) ? ” 

Answer — To that effect we find a distinct declaration — ‘ It may be 
performed also by one who has not installed the Fires it is on account of 
thia express declaration that the Pi^ajrla is performed even before Fire- 
installation. 


(: i : , 4 l- 




Adhikabana ( 3 ) : The ‘ Sthapati-Isti ’ is to he performed 
with unconsecrated Fire. 

SUTRA (20). 



[PffBVAPAKiJA] — " The ‘ Sthapati-I§p ’ shoiild necessitatb the 
CONSECRATION OE FlRB, UKB THE PraYAJAS, WHICH SHOULD 
END WITH THE ‘ ISTI AS IT IS MEANT BOB THAT 
PURPOSE ALONE.” 


Ehdsya. 


There is the ‘ Sthapati-Isfi ’ (Saerifice performed by the Ni§dda chief) 
enjoined in the text ‘ One should o&ar a sacrifice for the Nisada chief 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Should this sacrifice be 
performed in Fires consecrated with the Installatioh-rites ? Or in the ordinary 
(unconsecrated) Fires ? 

On this question, the Purvapahsa view is as follows : — “ It should be 
performed in consecrated Fires, — -How so f — ^Because of such declarations as 
' Homa should be offered in the Ahammya Fire’. — ‘But for the Shudra, 
there can be no Ahavaniya Fire, and hMioe the said declaration cannot apply 
to the ease in question.’ — The answer to this is that it is just the said 
declaration that wordd necessitate the installing of the Ahavaniya Fire; 
just as the force of the General Law (that ‘ the Ectype is to be performed 
like the Archetype’) necessitates the performance of the Praydjas, though 
these latter have not been spoken of in any text. — ^Further, the Ahamniya 
Fire, which has been set up only for the purpose of the particular sacrifice, 
shotdd end with that sacrifice ; that is, the Fires having been consecrated solely 
for the purpose of performing the sacrifice in question, they should end 
upon the completion of that sacrifice ; their maintenance has been declared 
to be for the visible purpose (of providing the receptacle for the offerings 
made at the sacrifice) ; and henpe when that purpose has been served, they 
need not be maintained any longer.” 


SUTRA (21). 


[SlDDHANTA] — ^I n BEAUTY, THE SACRmOE SHOULD BE PEBEOBMED IN 
THE OBDINABY FlEE ; BECAUSE THE ‘ INSTALLATION OE FiBE ’ 

IS NOT AN AUXIUABY TO ALL (AOTS). 


6 ‘ in reality ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth above; 
ice in question should be performed in the ordinary Fire, not 
ones. — ^Why ? — Because th» ^Installation of Fire' is not an 





illfllfilfc 


auxiliary to all acts ; as a matter of fact, the Fires are auxiliary to the acts, 
aud ‘ Installation ’ is auxiliary to the Fires, not to the Acts. As there is 
no authority, in the shape of ‘Direct Assertion’ and the rest, for it, the 
Installation cannot be necessitated by the Act; in fact, on the strength 
of ‘ Syntactical Connection it should be regarded as necessitated or prompt- 
ed by the Fire. Then again, what comes into* the sacrifice by virtue of the 
General Law is only what is due to the Darsha-Purmmma sacrifice {which is 
the Archetype of the sacrifice m question), and not what is due to the sub- 
stance used.-— From aU this it foUows that the Sthapati^Ispi is to be 
performed in ordinary Fire. 


i, ; -i ^ . ■ ■ ■ 
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ADHiKARAifA (5): ^ Daiva ads' shoidd he performed at 
Med times, such as the ''Northern Solstice of the 
Sun' and the like, 

SUTRA <23). 

‘Daiva acts’ shotjlb be pebfobmbd (a) duehtg the ‘Noethben 

Solstice (6) dtjeing the days oe the ‘ Eaeliee Foethight % 

AND (c) ON AN AUSPICIOUS DAY, — ^BECAUSE THEEE AEE 
SmRTI-DBCLAEATIONS AND ALSO A DESCEEPTIVE PASSAGE 
AND AN INDiaATIVB TEXT, POINTING TO THE 
SAME CONCLUSION, 

Bhasya, 

The subject-matter here consists of the' ‘ Daiva acts’, Upanayana 
{Brahmic Initiation) and the rest. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Are these ‘ Daiva acts ’ 
to be done at any time, without any restriction ? Or should they be done 
only during the Northern Solstice, durmg the days of the earlier fortnight 
and on an auspicious day ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that “they may be done at any time, without 
any restriction.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddkdnta : — They should be 
done only during the ‘ Northern Solstice etc. — ^Why ? — ^Becaxase, (o) there 
is the 8mrti4ext — ‘ The Daiva acts are to be done at these stated times’ ; — (6) 
there is also the following passage descriptive of the form of divine beings 
— ‘ The Northern Solstice and the days of the Earlier Fortnight constitute 
the very form of divine beings As a matter of fact, we do not know the 
form of divine beings, — but the fact that ‘ Daiva acts ’ are done at the stated 
times indicates^ by this relationship, the form of those beings : — ^and (c) lastly, 
there is the following text also indicative of the same conclusion — ‘ The 
raorjdmg is for divine beings, the midday for human beings, the afternoon 
for PUra \ — ^From all this it follows that Daiva acts should be done at the 
times stated. 

SUTRA (24). 

And also the whole act should be completed dubing the day. 

Bhasya. 

During the day ; — ^there is a further peculiarity that the whole act should 
be completed during the day and shall not be done at night. 




Adhikaeana (6): ^ Pitrya^ acts are to be done at stated 
times, — sicch as the ^ later fortnight '' and so forth. 

SUTRA (25). 

‘ Pit&ya’ acts aee to be done at times other than those. 

Bhd§ya. 

The Shraddha and other ‘ PUrya ’ acts are to be done (a) during the 
later fortnight and (6) in the afternoon ; because there are SmHi-texU, descrip- 
tive passages and indicative texts to that effect. 





Adbi3£ABa:^a (7) : The ‘ begging ’ and the ‘ buying that 

form part of the Jyotispma sacrifice are compulsory 

and essential. 

SUTRA (26). 

[PUBVAPiLESA]— “ Thebe SHOXILD be ‘ BEaGING ’ and ‘ buying ’ ONLY 
WHEN THE THING BEQUIRED IS NOT THEBE ALREADY,— AS IN 
OBBINABY LTFE.” 


BMsya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatorm, there is the following text— (a) 
‘Dvddasha ratnrdlkaUo bhrtim vanvlta’ [‘For twelve nights, the Initiated 
Saorificer shonld beg for livelihood’]; — and (6) ‘ Sormm hnn^dti [ He 
buys the Soma ’]. 

In regard to these, there arises the question— Is the man to beg for 
Uvelihood only when he has nothing to Uve upon ? and is the man to buy the 
Sorm only when he does not possess it already ? Or are these acts to be 
done in both oases— when the food and the Soma are there already and also 
when they are not there ? 

On this question, the Purvapakaa view is as follows ; — “ There should 
be 'begging' and 'buying' only when the means of livelihood and the Soma 
are not there already.— Why ?— Because the ‘ begging ’ and the ‘ buying ’ 
are done only for the purpose of securing the things wanted ; and if the 
fBingfl are already there, the acts would be futile ; and what is futile should 
not be done, even though it be enjoined. Hence we conclude that the 
acts should be done only when the thing wanted, is not there ; — as in ordinary 
life ; in ordinary life it is only when one does not possess a thing already 
that he begs for it or buys it : similarly it should be in the case in question 
alsoi” ■' ■ . ' ■ _ 

SUTRA (27). 

[SiddhInta]-*-In beaeity, rr should be compulsory; because it 
HAS ITS USE. . 



The ‘ begging ’ and the ‘ buying ’ should be compulsory,— to be done 
when the thing required is there and also when it is not there. In this 
way, the ‘begging’ and the ‘ buying’ have their use. It has been laid down 
as prompted (required) by the Jyotigfoma, and not by the thing wanted 
[hence it serves the useful purpose pf helping in the accomplishment of the 
result of the Jyotiapoma, which it could not, if it were done only for the 
securing of the thing concerned] ; aad hence it must form an essential (com- 
pulsory) part of the Jyotiatoma. Nor is there any such declaration as that 
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‘ the act in question is to be done only when the thing is not there In 
fact, the acts in question have been laid down as necessary factors in the 
Jyotistoma ; and it would have to be assumed that the non-existence of the_ 
thing has been mentioned as the occasion (or contingency) under which 
the acts would be done. And such an assumption would go against the 
words of the text. Hence the meaning is that * at this sacrifice only such 
things should be tised as have been specially embellished by being begged for 
and ; otherwise its performance would be defective. It follows 

from this that the ‘ begging ’ and the ‘ buying ’ should be done, when the 
thing required is not there as well as when it is there. 

As for what has been said regarding ‘ ordinary life — ^in ordinary life 
action is determined by things, not by words ; people act in accordance 
with the state of things, and not in accordance with words j in the case of 
Fedic acts on the other hand, it is only by means of words that things are 
known, and hence actions should be done in accordance with words. Hence 
it follows that the acts in question are tp be done, also when the thing 
required is there already. 


An wnTATiAy rA (8) : At the Jyotistoma and other sacrifices, 
such acts as ^Living on Milk'' are compulsory 
and essential. 

SUTRA (28). 

The same is the case with— ( a) Eatteg, (6) Bieecting, (c) Olothihg, 

{d) THE OEEEEIHG OF TBE SAJJjffAPTA-HoMA, AND (e) THE 
' BBCJITING OF THE MaNTBA SPEAKING OF ‘ ENMITY 

Bhd§ya. 

(a) In connection with the Jyotistoma we read — ‘ The Brahmaij.a should 
live upon tnilh', the K§aMya on griiel; the Vaishya, on Curdled milk ’ j — 
similarly (&) in connection with the Dareha-Purnamdsa, there is the following 
direction — ‘ Bring up the washing water,, also bring the fuel and the grass> 
wash the Sruk, gird up the loins of the wife, come up with the Clarified 
Butter/ ; — similarly, (c) in connection with the Vdjapeya, we read — ‘ The 
clothing is of grass ’ ; — (d) At the Pashu-sacrifice, there is the 8anjnapta. 
Homa laid down in the following text — ‘ When the animal makes a noise or 
strikes the chest or feet, one should offer the Homa with the Mantra “ Agnirmd 
tasmddenaso vishvdn rmmcha tvam ha sah ” ’ ; — ^lastly (e) there is the Mantra 
to be rpoited ‘He who is inimical towards me, or to whom I am inimicar. 
— ^These texts form the subject-matter of the present Adhikarar^a. 

In regard to these, there arises. the following i^uestion — (a) Is it only 
when there is no other food that the man is to live upon Milk or Cruel or 
Curdled milk, — or even when there is other food available ? — (6) Is that man 
alone to be directed, who, if not directed, could not understand what is to 
be done, or even when he knows and tmderstands it ? — (c) Is the man to wear 
cloth of grass only when that of cotton yams is not available, — or also when 
other clothes are available ? — (d) Is the Sanjnapta-Homa to be offered 
only when the animal makes a noise, or strikes its chest and feet ?— (e) 
Lastly, should the Mantra in question ‘ Yosmdndvesti yancha vayam dviamah ’ 
be pronounced by only a man who is inimical to others, or to whom others 
are inimical, — or even when the man hates, or is hated by, no person ? 

The principles of the foregoing AdJi/Ucm-a/na have been extended to the 
present case also. So that the Purvapaksa here is the same as in the fore- 
going Adhikarana, and the Siddhanta also is the same That is, the Purva- 
paksa view is that “ the acts in question are to be done only when the things 
required are not there already ”, while the Siddhanta is that everyone of the 
acts is compulsory (essential), beccouse it, has its use (Su. 27, above). — The 
reasoning also is the same here as there (in the foregoing Adhika/rana). 


Adhikarana ( 9 ) : Eating in the latter part of the night is 
not essential. 

SUTRA (29). 

What might be disasteotjs should not be regaeded as essential 
{compulsory). 

Bhasga. 

In connection with the Jyoti^onui, we read ‘ Madhyandine aparardtre 
vd vratam vratayati ’ [‘ Takes food either at midday or in the latter part of 
the night 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Is the ‘ taking of food in 
the latter part of the night ’ essential, compulsory ? Or not essential, not 
compulsory ? 

The PiirvapaJcsa view is that “ it is compulaory, because it serves a useful 
purpose (Eu. 27)^ 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddMrda : — What might he 
dimstmm should rua be regarded as esserakU or compulsory. Aa a matter of 
fact,. a Boan should take food only at a time when he feels that he would 
be able to digest it ; at a time however when he feels that he will not be 
able tojiigest the food properly, if he were to take food, it would be disastrous ; 
and if, throxigh indigestion, the sacrificer should die, the procedure would 
stop, and when the procedure stops, all would stop.-— From this it follows 
that the taking of food at the time in question should not be regarded as 
essential or compulsory. 


Adhikabana (10) : A hypothetical discussion : The animal , 
sacrificed to ' Agni-Soma" must he a Goat. 

S0TE,A (30). 

[PtrB,VAPAK§A] — “ In the case oe the injunction speaeinc of the 

‘ ANIMAL THERE SHOULD BE NO RESTRICTION ; BECAUSE THEBE IS 
NO SPECEBTOATION.” 

BTiaaya. 

In connection with the Jyotiatoma, there is an animal dedicated to- 
Agni-Soma, mentioned in the following text — ‘ Being initiated, one should 
sacrifice the animal dedicated to Agni-Soma 

In regard to this, there arises the’ question — ^May any animal be killed ? 
Or mirst it be a Qoat ? — ^This question arises in view of what is going to be 
explained. , 

Question — “For some people (in one Vedic Rescensional Text), it has 
been clearly asserted that ‘ the goat is oJffered to Agni-Somh ’ • and what is laid 
down .n one Bescensional Text is applicable to all. [Under the circumstances, 
why should there be any doubt on the point ?] ”. 

' Answer — ^The whole of this discussion is a hypothetical one, — ^being 
based Upon the h3rpothesis that the actions laid down in different Bescensional 
Texts are different [so that, though the Qoat has been mentioned in one 
text, that cannot be applicable to people who do not belong to that particular 
rescension]. 

On the said question, the Piirvapak^ view is as follows : — “The 
injimction being of anvmaX (in general), there can be no restriction ; when 
something has to be dedicated, it is a particular thing that can be dedicated, 
not the genxiS ‘ animal ’ ; it is a thing that helps in the fulfilment of the 
action ; hence without the thing, there can be no dedication ; that is why a 
thing (a particular animal) is secured (for the sacrifice) ; and when the 
tiring has been secured, there need be no restriction, — any particular thing 
jtnay be dedicated. — The reason for this lies in the fact that there is no 
specification ; in regard to the individuals related to (included under) the 
genus ‘animal’, we do not find any specification. Hence it follows that 
any animal may be taken up (for dedication).” 

StJTRA (31). 

[Siddhanta] — ^In realtcy, it must be a Goat; because of the 
Mantra-text. 

Bhd^a. 

The term * in reality ’ sets aside the view set forth above. 

It is not the right view that anything wherein the genus ‘ animal ^ 
subsists may be taken up (for being sacrificed to AgniSorm). There is B 
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ground for restricting the thing to be dedicated, in the shape of the text 
of the following Mantra — ' Agnaye chhdgasya vapdya medaao ‘nubruhi’; 
here we have the Mantra-text clearly indicating the goat. If then, the O’oat 
were not the animal secured for the purpose, the use in the Mantra of the 
word indicative of it would have no meaning. Hence it follows that what 
the injunctive text lays down is the dedication with reference to the Goat ; — 
this restrictive injtmction being based upon the Mantra-text. 

StiTBA (32). 

[Objeotioit] — “ What has been set eobth above cannot be bioht, 

• AS IT INVOLVES THE CONTRADICTION OE THE INJUNCTION.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ What has been set forth in the foregoing Siitra cannot be right ; no 
Marvtra-text can restrict anything so long as there is an Injunction that 
is against it. As a rule, in a case where the texts do not speak of any 
definite substance, it is only an indefinite substance that should be used. 
Hence it is not right to restrict the thing to be defined, on the basis of a 
Mantra-text. In fact, a Mantra can define only what needs to be defined. 
In the present case the words (of the Injunction) make it clear that all that 
needs to be defined is defined through the genus ‘ animal ’ ; and consequently 
the Mantra-text has not force enough to define anything.— Fmther, under 
the Siddhdnia, it would be necessary to assume a Direct Declaration of the 
entire procedure on the basis of the Mantra-text, while, under the Purvapak^a, 
the thing is already well-defined, and it would have only to be included 
in the Direct assertion of the Procedure. Then again, the denotation of the 
term ‘ animal ’ as consisting in the genus ‘ animal * is something totally 
different from the denotation which is restricted to the GoaU Prom all 
this it follows that the MarUra-text cannot restrict the ‘ animal against the 
words of the Injunction.” 

SUTEA (33). 

“It IS T.-nrE the mention of the ‘ Gotea-r§is ’ — ^IF this is what 
THE SiDDHANTiN SAYS [then OUT answer would be as in the 
following iSfuim].” 

Bhdsya. 

“ You, Siddhdntin, may offer the following explanation — ^The genus 
‘animal’ is not to be withdrawn from other animals; as in the case of 
Qotra-rsis it is said — ‘ He selects the Qotra-r§is, he selects three there is 
a general statement (of fsis in general followed by a particular one, which 
restricts the nxunber to three only that is meant being that only three, 
and not the others, are intended to he emphasised, — ^similarly in the case in 
question, the genus ‘ animal ’ ia mentioned with a view to emphasise the 
one particular animal, Goat, not thp’ oth^r particular animals.” 
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St3TRA (34). 

[PtJKVAPAKSm’S ANSWEB TO THE SXDBHAiSrTDlf’S EXPLAmTIOH]— T hAT 
CANNOT BE J BECAUSE *111 THE CASE IN QU3ESSTION, IT 
TTAS NOT BEEN ENJOINED,” 

BMsya. 

“What has been, suggested is not light. In the case in question, the 
particular tbimg to be dedicated (i.e. the goat) has not been enjoined (it is 
only indicated) in the Mantra-text. While in the case cited (that of the 
Qotra~rsis) the selecting of the priests has been enjoined ; that is, the con- 
nection of the particular number ‘ three ’ has been clearly enjoined, and 
hence no other numbet can be admitted. Similarly, inasmuch as the 
term ‘ draeya ’ {Qotra-rsis) has been used, what is not-drseya cannot be 
admitted ; — ^the force of the term * three ’ also is such ihat the denotation 
of the term ‘ araeya ’ becomes restricted within the limits of the particular 
number enjoined. In the case in question, on the other hand, the Mantra- 
text bajt no such force ; and hence there can be no restriction.” 

SUTEA <35). 

[SiDDHANTIN’S be joinder] — In reality, there is restriction, BECAUSE 

BOTH TERMS DENOTE THE SAME THING .; IN THE CASE OF THE 
THINUS DENOTED RY THEM BEING DIFFERENT, THEY 
WOULD HAVE BEEN SPOKEN OF SEPARATELY. 

Bhdfya. 

In recdity there is restriction, because both the terms — animal’ and 
* goat ’—denote the same thing, animal is the generic entity and the 
Goat and others are particular entities — “ How so 1 ’’—Because they are 
all spoken of in co-ordination; e.g. ‘the goat is an anhnal’, ‘the camel is 
an animal ’, ‘ the ram is an animal ’, ‘ the bull is an auiTn«.1 — Such being 
the case, the words of the Jlfanillm-tea:« in question are not mcompatible with 
the term ‘ animal ’ ; hence the goat also may be taken to be actually enjoined 
(by the injunction which lays down the sacrificing of the ‘ ’) as to be 

sacrificed ; all that happens on coming across the Mantra-text (which speaks 
of the Ooai) is that it cpmes to be understood that where the Injunctive 
sentence has used the generic term ‘ animal % it has used it with a view to 
speak of the one particular animal Goat, and not any other particular anlTmtla- 
In fact, the mention of the ‘preparation^ of the goat is found to be men- 
tioned, which indicates that the term ‘ animal ’ is meant to stand for the 
Goat I just as in a case where the yoke-strap is mentioned, and such things as 
the shaft and the wheel are near by,— ^ii( someone says ‘bring 'the dksa* 
i'ahsa ’ denoting several things, eye, Mce, axU, and so forth), it is understood 
that what the speaker is speaking of is the axle of the wheel, and not the 
gambling dice. — In case the things denoted by the terms ‘ animal ’ and ‘ goat ’ 
were totally different, and they were spoken of separately, then the two 
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might be taken as entirely different ; in that ease the injunction could not 
be restricted to the 0oa# onZy; and as the Goat would not be enjoined, the- 
Horse (or any other animal) might be admitted. — Further, if the Ooat 
were admitted, there would be this fact ia its favour that it would be 
something indicated by the Mantra-tea^, If the term * animal ’ were taken 
as actually denoting the goat, then on the goat being admitted, there would 
not be any possibility for the admitting of other animals; hence (with a 
view to avoid this) we take it that by the direct denotation of the term 
‘animal’ all the other animals also become capable of being admitted, 
and it is the indicative power of the Mantra-text that does the restriction’ 
to the Goat only. 

SUTRA (36). 

[Says the PObvapak?!!?] — “ In pact, thebe can be no besteiotion ; 

BEOATJSE THE TWO THINGS ABE ENTIRELY DIFFERENT, — THIS 
DIFFEBENOE BEING PROVED BY- DISJDNOTION AND 
DIVERSITY OF NAMES.” 

BM^a, j 

“ In fact, there cxm he no festriction, any animal may be brought in, — 
because the two things are entirely different, — animal is one thing, and Goat 
is a totally different thing ; and the co-ordination is between the two things, 
not between the two words. — ‘ How is it known that the two things are 
entirely different ? ’ — Because of disjunction, and because of the diversity 
of names ; there is ‘ disjunction ’ that some animals are not goats ; similarly 
there is this ‘ diversity of names ’ that one is called ‘ Goat ’ while the other 
is called ‘ animal ’ ; and when the names are different, it is only reasonable 
that the things should be different. — ^Then again, it is because the two thmgs 
are different that we find both the words used in the same sentence — 
* Pashum ohhdgam dnaya’, (‘Bring the animal, goat'')', — otherwise (if both 
were one and the same), then the purposes of the sentence would have been 
fulfilled by only one word, and dne of the two words would not be there ; 
as a matter of fact, however, both are there ; — Whence it follows that animal 
is one thing and goat is a totally different thing ; and from this it follows 
that there can be no restriction, and any animal might be brought in.” 

The following is a refutation of the above view, apart from the Sutras * : — 
Even if the two things are different, there must be restriction. — “ Why ? ” 
— ^Because the Mantra (which speaks of the Goat) 'ie included in the declaration 
of the entire proeedme of the sacrifice ; the sacrifice is understood to be 
something accomplished by means of the Mantra ; and if we adopted the 
Mantra, we would be making the sacrifice effective only if we brought in the 
Sroa< (which is mentioned in the JfflOTira) ; because the Mantra leaves no 


* The TantraratnS, has the following intetrestiag note here — Wlint tliis refuta- 
tion sets forth is not ‘ apart from the Siltra ft is all enabodied in the SiddJidnta- 
Sutra — ‘ Nava, prayogasarriavayituat^A&e Phasyakara did not see this Svtra and 
hence said * it is apart from the Sutras \ 
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option. On the other hand, if we brought in some other animal, the Mantra 
•would no longer be applicable, and if we gave up the Mantra, we would 
not be making the sacrifice quite effective, and would thereby be going 
against the Veda. — [Read ‘iena’ for ‘ato na’]. — It may be that an animal 
■other than the Goat is also an ‘animal’, — but we cannot admit that 
animal, lest we make the sacrifice defective. — ^From all this it follows 
that it is only the Goat that should be admitted. 

Says the Opponent — “ By admitting the Horse, we need not abandon 
tlae Mantra, as that same Horse may be called ‘ Ohhdga ’ (Goaf) in the 
sense of one whose movements have been cut off ; the horse whose movements 
have been cut off is a * chhdga ’, because this term is derived from the two 
roots ‘ Gihid ’ (to cut off) and ‘ gam ’ (to go), [and hence etymologically, the 
•term ‘ G>hdga ’ means ‘ one whose movements have been cut off % and as such 
can apply to a horse who has been reduced to that condition] [This 
argument is embodied in the following ^utra,'] 

SUTBA (37). 

[Says the Oppoitent] — “ Abso BBCAtrsB of the fobm and , 

THE nSTDIOATIVES,” 

Eka^a. 

“ There is the text ‘ In some cases they may be with testicles (entice) ’ ; 
this would have some sense only if, in the absence of such a text, they would 
always be without testicles. [And this indicates that the animal may be 
one that is generally castrated; and this would include the Goat as well 
as the Horae] ; consequently the Horse * with movement cut off ’ would 
also be regarded as a ‘ Oh^ga ’ (Goat) and hence fit for being admitted to 
the sacrifice.” 

The answer to this is as follows : — 

S^TRA (38). 

The fttness of the gk)at foe AOMoir does not depend ttEon its 

*FOBM AND INDlOATtVES 
Bha§ya. 

The fitness of the goat for. action does not depend wpon ‘form and indica- 
tives ’ ; the term * Chhdga ’ (Goat) doe^ not signify ‘ one whose movements 
have been cut off’; it is one composite yrhole and is well-known as ha-ving 
a totally different denotation; which cannot be set aside by any merely 
etymologioal signification. Hence the Horse can never be called a ‘ Chhdga * 
{Goat) , •„ „ t -■ . -r ‘|r'. 
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SUTRA (39). . 

3y BBASON OY the DIEYEBENOB in the YOBMS (OY DIYYEBBNT ANIMALS) 
THE TERM CANNOT BE TAKEN (TO BE INDICATIVE OY A DEYINITB 

age) ; rr shottld be taken as a teem denoting a 

DBSINITE GENES. 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra should be taken as following upon (and answering the argu- 
ment expressed in) the following words : — “ Why cannot the term ‘ Ohhdga * 
i be taken as connoting a definite age? All these words — (a) " Ohhdga \ 



'(6) ‘ Ohihdgala ’ and (c) ‘ Vasta ’ connote the varying ages [of the goat, 
{a) Klid, (6) Goat, (c) Bifly-goat]; similarly the term ‘horse’ also might 
be connotative of the same age (as the term ‘ goat 

The answer to this (as given in the Sutra) is as follows : — ^It cannot be as 
has been suggested. It is true that the word ‘ Ohhdga \ is connotative of 
age ; but it can eonnote the age only as belonging to the Goat (not to other 
animals) ; just as the term ‘ Shona ’ (‘ Ch^tnut ’) connoting a ^olour, connotes 
the colour belonging to the genus horse, and not any other.-— Thus then, the 
forms of different animals being different, the term ‘ Ohhdga ’ carmot be taken 
as connotative of the age only ; in fact, it should he treated denoting 

a definite genus, i.e. as connoting the age belonging to a particular genus or 
kind (of animal). — For these reasons, the animal to be sacrificed should 
be restricted to the goal only- 


SUTRA (40). 


It may be begabdbd as a modified yoem 

AS IT IS INBOBN. 


-that CANNOT BE 


This Sutra also is to be taken as following upon a few words. 

Says the Opponent — “ In the present instance, the term ‘ Ohhdga ' 
'(goat) may be regarded as ‘ a modified form ’ of such words as ‘ Ashva ’ 
■(‘Horse’) and the like. There is some part (tlie vowels for instance) of 
these latter words, ‘ Ashva ’ and the rest, that is found in the term ‘ Ohhdga 
though there are some others that are di:flPerent. Hence the Horse (* Ashva ’) 
•also may be called ‘ Ohhdga ’ (goat);” 

The answer to this is as follows — cannot he, as it is inborn ; that 
is, the relationsJ^p between the Name and the Named is something ‘in- 
born ’, as has been explained (uniiert^i^ 1. j. .6) ; so that no name can be 
the modificaUon of any other. Hexice the- Horse can never be "the Goat ; 
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SUTRA (41). 

The QUAuiiOATioijr spoben of OAiar be begabded only as AocuDEirTAii,. 

BBOAITSB IT IS EOT MEAET BY TBE InJTJEOTION TO BE BBESBET 
IN THE ANIMAL, 

Bhdsya. 

This Sutra also is to be taken, as following upon certain words. 

Says the Opponent — “Why cannot the term ^Ghhdga'' (goat) be taken 
as applied to an animal on account of the hole (‘ Ghhidra ’), which is spoken 
of in the text — ‘When they cut out its omentum, there is a hole in the 
animal ’.** 

That cannot be, we reply. Because the presence of the ‘ hole ’ in the 
animal is not countenanced by the Injunction ; in fact,, the injunction is that 
‘ one should kill an animal that is not defective in limbs ’ ; hence the animal 
sacrificed should be without a.hole. Further, we have already explained that 
the denotation of the word ‘ Ghhdga ’ as a whole (which denotes the goat), can- 
not be set aside by any etymological signification (such as ‘ having Ghhidra 
or hole’). — ^From this also it follows that it is the G'oai only, and not horse 
or other animals, that should be brought in. 


SUTRA (42). 

The tbbm wust be denotative of the ‘Genes’; becaese words 

ARE, AS A BELB, ESED IN THAT SENSE, AND BEOAESE IT IS 
ONLY THUS THAT IT CAN BE BXPEESSIVE. 

Bhdsya. 

The term ‘ vd ’ implies emphasis. — ^Inasmuch as the meaning of the 
term as a whole caimot be set aside by its etymological meaning, — ^the 
term ‘ GhMga ’ must be taken as denotative of the genm. Thus alone can 
the expressiveness of the term as a whole be maintained. It is in this sense 
of ‘ genus ’ that terms are, as a rule, f oxmd to be used f or instance, in 
such sentences as speak of ‘ offering the omentum and the fat of bulls, goats, 
rams to all divinities ’ ; such assertions are possible only when the genus is 
denoted. Restriction also is generally based upon what is found to be as a 
rule (i.e. in most cases) (i.e. upon induction). For instance, when a writing 
is Jkie as a rule, i.e. generally, it is regarded as ‘ fine ’. 

From all this it follows that it is the Goat alone that is to be brought in 
(for being sacrificed), ' 

It is not necessary to explain the purposes served by a discussion that 
is purely hypothetical (as the present one is). 


iWi 


End of P&da vm of Adhydya VI, ; 

. . • • ■ ■ ,-,i} 

End of Adhydya VI. ' 
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PlDA I. 


ADHiKABAijrA (1): Details like * Pray dj a ^ are prompted hy 
{for the purpose) of the ‘ Apurva ’ {Transcendental Result). 

SUTRA (1). 

[SiddhInta] — ^There being A'Ewersity of Peincipaes, the subsidiary 



DETAILS SHOULD BE ASSIGNED TO THEM IN ACCORDANCE WITH 
their’ relevancy ; BECAUSE THE VeDA IS THE SOLE 
AUTHORITY IN THIS MATTER. 


The first six disopurses have discussed the procedure of the Darsha- 
Purnamma and other sacrifices the details of which are directly prescribed, 
the second six discourses are now going to discus the procedure of the 
Aindragna and other sacrifices the details of whose procedure have not been 
directly prescribed. 

[KunMuila demurs to this statement. He says— This is not correct; the 
right statMuent would be — In the earlier discourses we have discussed the direct 
injunctions bearing upon the Archetypes as well as Eotypes, and with the seventh 
discourse begins the treatment of transference, by implication, of details from the 
sphere of one sacrifice to that of another. — TupW,hd.'\ 

Now if it be a fact that those details that have been prescribed under the 
context of the Darsha-Ptirriamdsa and other sacrifices become prescribed 
in connection with all the sacrifices, then those same details would supply 
all that is needed by the Aindrdgna and such other sacrifices, which would 
have to be performed in that same manner ; — ^in that case, there would be 
BO need for the second six discourses. — on the other hand, the details 
prescribed under the context of one sacrifice are to appertain to that 
sacrifice only, then the Aindrdgna and such other sacrifices would be 
devoid of all details ; and in that case, the quastion would arise — (a) are 
there to be any details in connection with these latter sacrifices — or 
not ? — (6) if they are, then, what are those details ? How manv are they "t 
How are they to be adopted in practice ? — It is for the consideration of 
these questions that the author begins the second six discourses. 

Discourse VII declares that there are details in connection with these 
other sacrifices ; — Discourse VTH hagplains that such and such details 
appertaia to such and such a sacrifice ;-~Discourse IX explains the manner 
of the performance of those details; — Discourses X, XI and XII explain 
that only so many of the details, and np more, are to be adopted in actual 
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In this connection, first of all we consider the following .question-— Are 
the details required for the accomplishment of the sacrifice ? — ^i.e. — ^Are 
they laid down for the purpose of making the sacrifice fully effective ? 
Or are they required for the purpose of accomplishing the Apurva ? — ^i.e. 
for the bringing about of the Apurva ? — If they are required for the purposes 
of the sacrifice, then, they would serve the purposes of all sacrifices ; while 
if they are required for the piirpose of bringing about the Apurm, then they 
must be restricted in their application to that one sacrifice in whose context 
they have been laid down. — ^Now which is the right view on this question ? 

The right view is that the details are required for the bringing about of 
the Apwva ; it is the Apurm that leads directly to the fruit of the action, 
while the sacrifice by itself (without the A.purua) brings no fruit ; and that 
effort alone is fruitful which is applied to what brings a fruit. Hence we 
conclude that the details are required for the purpose of bringing about the 
Ap\M^. 

Now follows the Sutra of the reverend Teacher — 

There, being a diversity of Principals, the subsidiary details should he 
assigned to them in accorda'nce with their relevancy. ‘ Principals ’ — i.e. the 
Aputvas ; they are the predominant factor because they bring about the 
fruits ; and it is the predominant factor that is called the ‘ Principal ’ ; — 
the ‘ Dwersity ’ of these Apurvas has been explained (under Discourse II) 
as being due to the Difference of words and other conditions. — ^When there 
is such ‘ Diversity ’ among the ‘ Principals the subsidiary details should he 
assigned to them in accordance loidh their relevancy ; i.e. — ^the details shall 
appertain to that same sacrifice to which they are relevant, i.e. in whose 
‘ context ’ they are laid down ; — because the Veda is the sole authority in this 
matter ; i.e. the Veda is the only effective authority for knowing — 
to which particular Api^a a certain detail' appertains ; Sense, 
perceptioir and the other medns of knowledge are of no use in this matter. 
And on the basis of the Vedic text, the details must appertain to that same 
sacrifice in whose context they are spoken of ; because what is spoken of as 
appertaining to one cannot appertain to another ; for instance, the lands 
and clothes that belong to Devadatta cannot belong to Yajfiadatta. — From 
all this it follows that the assignment of the details is to be done in accord- 
ance with the Gontext. 

StJTRA (2). 

■[PClBVAPAKgiN’S OBJECTION TO THE SiDDHANTA] — “ In FACT, THE DETAILS 
SfepULD ALL APPEBTAIN TO ALL SACBIFICBS ; BECAUSE THEBE IS 
NO DIEEEBBNTIATION BETWEEN THE ‘ SaOBIFICE ' AND 
THE ‘ ApflBVA ’ ; AS THE CASE OE ANIMALS.” 

Bhd^a. 

” In fact, it is not right that the assignment of the details should be 
done in accordance with the Context then what ? — they should all appertain 
io all sacrifices ; they should he treated as equal ; Le. as equally related Us 


ADHYiYA VII, PlDA I, ADHIKARAHA ( 1 ). 


mi 


all sacrifices. — ^Why so ? — ^Because there is no differentiation between the 
‘ Utpatti ’ — ^which stands here for the sacrifice, which brings forth the Apurva 

and the ‘ artha ’ — ^which stands for the Apurva, because that is iAiQ purpose 

for which the sacrifice is performed ; — ^there is no ‘ differentiation ’ between 
these two — the Sacrifice and the Apurva, — ^because all Apurvas are related 
to sacrifices, and it is in connection with sacrifices that the details are 
enjoined; in fact they are all spoken after the injunctive term ' yajeta' 

(‘ should sacrifice ’) ; but they cannot appertain to the sacrifice, as this latter 
is fruitless ; and not appertaining to the sacrifice, they are taken as 
appertaining to the Apurvas related to the Sacrifice ; — and this ‘ Connection 
with Apurva' belongs equally to aU sacrifices; — hence aU the details must 
appertain to all the sacrifices.— the properties of animals ; that iSj the 
case in question is analogous to that of the properties of animals ; for 
instance, when it is said that ‘the cow should not be touched with the 
foot though what is spoken of is spoken of in connection with the gemm 
‘ cow ’ (which is what the term ‘ cow ’ denotes)— yet it being found 
that it cannot appertain to that genus, it is taken as appertaining to the 
individual cows which are related to the genus ‘ cow ’ ; and inasmuch as 
this connection with the genus ‘ cow ’ is equally present in all cows, — ^the 
dark, the tawny and the pigeon -coloured ones,— what has .been spoken of 
{not touching with the foot) is taken as appertaining to all the cows. Similarly 
should it be in the case in question also. 

“ It might be argued by the Siddhantin thus :— The analogy is not correct ; 
in the case cited, the details — not touching of the cow with the foot, etc.- — 
have been enjoined in connection with cows in general, while in the case in 
question, the details have been laid down in connection with one particular 
sacrifice, — ^in all such texts as One should perform the Barsha-Pimyanidsa 
sacrifice. One should perform the Jyotistoma sacrifice; and for this reason the 
details thus laid down must appertain to only that Apurva wMch is related 
to that particular sacrifice, — and not to all Apurvas (or all sacrifices). 

** Our answer to this is as follows : — The sentence ‘ One should perform 
the Darsha-Pun^amdsa sacrifice ’ cannot be taken as enjoining the details 
of any particular sacrifice. — ^Why so ? — ’Because if the sentence enjoins the 
details, then the sacrifice must be taken as only referred to (for purposes of 
that injunction of details) — ^the sense being — ‘ When one performs the 
sacrifice, he should do it in this fashion ’ ; on the other hand, if the sacrifice 
also is taken as enjoined by the sentence, then it camiot be connected with 
the details ; because there cannot be any connection between enjoined 
(and predicated) factors. If then there is only a reference to the sacrifice 
(in the term ‘ shoixld sacrifice ’), then the reference would be to all sacrifices, 
without any distinction. Hence the details should be taken as appertaining 
to aU, sacrifices. — ^ But there is the term darsha-pmmyamdsa wliich would 
specify the sacrifi-ce (to which the details would belong).’ — The term ‘ darsha- 
purnamdsa ’ cannot specify the sacrifice. Because it could be either in- 
jrinctive or a reference t if if i® reference, then it could be so only for the 
purpose of connecting tho sacrifice Vsdth the details, and so far as the two- 
sacrifices {Darsha and Purnamdsa) concerned, their connection with the 
details is already accomplished' by the Said reference. — ‘ But it could serve- 
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the pi.irpose of exclusion, the meaning being that — The Darsha-Purnamdsa 
alone should he performed in this manner, and no other sacrifices — ^This also 
is not possible ; because the word, does not signify the exclusion of others. — 
‘ This 'could be done by the process of Preclusion \ — ^No Preclitsion is possible 
in this case ; if there were another sentence which asserted the connection 
of the details with every sacrifice, then alone could this second sentence 
serve the purposes of predusion. Inasmuch as there is no other sentence 
asserting the connection of all sacrifices with the details, the same 
. sentence (the one -under consideration) would do the assertio'n (of the con- 
nection of all sacrifices) as well as the negation (of the connection of all 
except the one sacrifice) ; and this could certainly be a burden that would 
be too heavy for one sentence. — ‘ In that case, what would be connected 
with the injunctions of details would be, not the term ‘ should sacrifice — • 
in the sense that one should perform sacrifice in this manner,-^— with what 
then?- — ^with the term dmsha-purtmmasa; because . their connection with 
this latter term is direct, — ^in the sentence ‘ One should sacrifice -with the 
' Darsha-purnamdsa sacrifice % — ^while that with the injunctions of details 
is only indirect. What then would be the meaning of the sentence ? It 
would be that ‘ one should perform the Darsha-purnumdsa — ^This cannot be 
possible ; as in that case the details would remain unconnected and floating. — 
How so? — ^What the verbal affix in the term 'yajeta’ (‘should sacrifice’) 
lays down is that the Darsha-purnamdsa should be performed ; how then 
could there be any connection of the details, either with all sacrifices or 
•with any particular sacrifice ? In fact, there being no injunctive affix, 
the details would remain unconnected. — ‘ This objection does not affect 
our position ; we shall bring about the connection of the details, not by means 
of the sentence ; — then by wliat ? — by the Context \ — ^How ? — ‘ When it is 
enjoined that a certain act should -be done, there arises the need to know 
the proced-ure of the act : — ^in what manner it is to be done ; it is then that 
the details come to be connected through the Contest, — the idea being that 
‘ the act ahotdd be done in such and such a manner — ^This is not possible. 
At the time that the Darsha-purnamdsa are laid down as to be performed, 
there is no desire to know the procedure of those sacrifices ; because their 
procedure is already known ; and when the desire to know the proced-ure 
is not there, there is no ‘ Context ’ ; because it has been declared (under 
Su, 3. 3. H) that — ‘ That which is not otherwise connected becomes 
-connected through context, because details of procedure are always wanted \ — ■ 
‘ Under the circumstances, in this sentence details are not enjoined for the 
sacrifice, nor does it lay do-vm that the Darsha-Purnsmdsa should be per- 
formed ; what is done is that the two words in the sentence Darshupurnamdsd,- 
•bhydm yafeta refer to a particular sacrifice and lay down details for it, the 
■construction being — when one should perform the Darsha-purnamdsa sacrifice, 
he should perform it in such and such a manner \ — ^Even so, the word 
‘ Daraha-purnanidsd.bhycLm ’ cannot b© a reference, as such is not the ordinary 
signification of the Instrumental ending. A reference is made to something 
that has gone before, while what is si^ffied by the Instrumental ending is 
something new, and as such must he predicated (and enjoined) ; and if it 
were thus predicated and enjoined, the sense deduced would be a most 
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incongruous one—' The Darsha-Purnamasa sacrifices are the instruments 
•of sacrifice From all this it follows that the best view of the ease is that 
‘ the details are enjoined with reference to the sacrifice ’.—‘ But even so, 
there would be no connection with the word darshajfmriiamdsabhydm.^— 

It would certainly be connected, as being eonnotative of time; it would be 
the reiteration of a pretty common fact ; it is a pretty common fact that 
sacrifices are generally performed about the time of the Darsha-Purnamdsa. 

As for the Instrumental ending, that could be taken as based upon the e 

implied subordinate character of the time. — ^Under the circumstances, all ' i 

the details should appertain to all sacrifices.” i 

SUTRA (3). 

[Answer] — In reality, inasmitch as the detahjS are auxiliaries s 

TO THE Injunction (oe the main sacrifice), they should f 

' BE restricted (TO THEIR CONTEXT), BY REASON OF THE jl 

DIVERSITY OF ‘ ApCRVAS ’ ; SPECIALLY AS THE ‘ SACRIFICE ’ I 

IS A SUBORDINATE FACTOR. • 

Bhdsya. 


In fact the text laying down the details is an auxiliary — a part— of the 
Injunction of the sacrifice. [When it is said that ‘ One should perform the 
Darsha-purnamdsa sacrifice ’] what is meant is that ' the Darsha-punjhamdsa 
sacrifice should be performed,— in the following manner, by kmdUng the 
Fires and so forth.’ In the injunction the sacrifice is spoken of as a 
subordinate factor ; — the term ‘ Da/rshapurnas'tidsa ' denotes a sacrifice ; — so 
that in the particular sentence C DarsJiapurna/tndsdbhydm ya^eta'*) the sacrifice 
is spoken of as an instrument ; the meaning being that ' by means of 'the 
set of sacrifices called' Darrslui-pwrumdsa, one should bring about something 
else ’ ; it is this something else , — and not the sacrifice — that is enjoined 
as to be brought about or accomplished ; and this something is the 
Apurva. 

“ As a matter of fact, in the sentence we read that ‘ one desiring heaven, 
should perform the sacrifice where we find the mention of a definite 
result (in the shape of Hea/ven) ; so that it is this result that should be taken 
to be what should be accomplished.” 

True, a result is mentioned ; but this result is not brought about by the 
Sacrifice ; as it appears after the Sacrifice is past and gone ; what is brought 
about by the Sacrifice is the ‘ Apdnxit, ’ [and it is the Apvrva that leads 
to the result] ; and it is for this reason that the Apw'va is regarded as what 
should be brought about ; and that which is to be brought about is what 
is connected with the procedure. , Hence it follows that the Details (which 
constitute the Procedure) appertain t© the Apwtva. Of these Ajnjfrvas^ 
there is diversity ; and by tetlki?fi -of ithe dweirsii/y of Apwi'-ms, the details 
should be restricted to their reapeotive contexlis. 

“Under this view, how. weplip, be specified by the term 
* Darshapurnamdaa ’ ? ” , j ' 
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Answer — ^The sentence ia question does not specify a sacrifice ; what is 
really expressed by it is the bringing into existence of the Apurva as qualified 
by both the words darshapurnamasahhydm ^ and ^ yafUa') just as in 
the sentence ‘ Arunxiyd pingdksyd eJmfmyanyd somam hA.nMi ’ [‘ He buys 
the Soma with a heifer, red, with tawny eyes, one year old ’] [see 3. 1. 12], 

‘■‘ The analogy is not correct. In the case cited, the substance (heifer) 
is totally different from the qualification {red, etc.); hence it is possible 
for one to qualify the other ; in the present instance, on the other hand, 
the ‘ Sacrifice V itself is ^ Daraha-Purthamdsa \ and hence it is not possible 
for one to qualify the other.” 

In the present instance also, the word ‘yajeta’ (‘should sacrifice’) 
stands for sacrifice in general, and ‘ darsha-purymndsa ’ for one particxilar 
sacrifice ; and the general is different froin the particular, 

“ Even so the bringing about of the sacrifice in general would be spoken 
of by Direct Assertion, while that of the Particular sacrifice would be only 
indicated by Syntactical Connection and both these could not take place 
at the same time 

[Kumarila, in Tuptikd, demurs to this explanation.] 

If that be the case, then we accept, not’ what is asserted directly by the 
words, but what is indirectly indicated by Syntactical Connection. — Why 
so ? — ^Because, if what is directly asserted were accepted, the term ‘ darsha- 
purnamdsa ’ would become meaningless, because this term would, in that 
case, be oo-ext^isive with the -term '' yajUa' (‘should sacrifice’). 

SUTRA (4). 

Ilf THE CASE OE. ANIMALS, ON AOCQ-UNT OF THE PBESENOE OF THE COMMON 
CHARACTEBISTIC, WHAT IS MENTIONED MAY BE TAKEN AS 
APFESTAINING TO ALL INDIVIDTJALS. 

Bhdsya. 

It has been argued by the Purvapaksm (under Su. 2) that as in the case of 
‘ animals ’ (what is mentioned is applicable to all individuals, — so in the present 
case also the details laid down should appertain to all sacrifices) ; — ^but in the ' 
case of the animal, what is mentioned is a detail (that it should not be 
touched, with the foot) in connection with the whole gem,us (not with any 
one individual cow) ; because what is denoted by the word (‘ cow ’) is the 
genus, — and it is only because the detail is found to be applicable to the 
genus, that the genus is taken as indicating the individual with which it is 
concomitant ; just as in the case of the phrase gari^dyam ga/oah ’ (‘ cows on 
the Gangs. ’ ; where it being impossible for the genus ‘ cow ’ to be in the 
river, the word ‘ cow ’ is taken as indicatiag the individual cows). Tliis 
concomikmce (with the genus) is present in the case of all individual cows, 
and hence it comes to be taken as appertaining to all ; — ^it is for this reason 
that in this case it may he tahen as appertaining to all individuals. — In the 
case of the sentence ‘ Darahapurxaimciadhhymn yajeta ’ on the other hand, the 
sacrifice is clearly spoken of as the subordinate factor, and hence the 
details are not taken as laid down with a view to the sacrifice at aU; in fact* 
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they are laid down with a view to; the this is has been 

put forward (in Su. 3). — ^Hence; the iciting ; of ‘ acdmais ’ as an 3 example is 
not right. 

SUTRA-(6). 

[Objection] — “But rr oannot be so, bbcaxtsb of .nok- 

SEPABATION 

Eha^ya. 

The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth above, 

“ It is not right to say that the Details are required by and appurten- 
ant to the Apurva i because as a matter of fact, they are appurtenant to 
the jScMT^ce.— Why so ? — Because of non-separation.; that is, the Details 
cannot be separated from the Sacrifice ; the Details are clearly declared 
to be a sttbstance or & deity or a mantra; and the act of ‘ sacridee ’ is. only 
that act in which a substcmce is offered to a deity with a mqntra ; tbws there is 
a clear perceptible relationship between the Sacrifice and the ; while 

with the Apurva, this relationship could be only inferred. In reference to 
the Result also, the subordinate character of the Sacrifice is quite patent, 
as declared in the sentence ‘ Desiring heaven, one should offer a sacrifice* ; 
while in reference to the Apurva, its subordinate character CQidd be only 
inferred ; — and Perception is more authoritative than Inference. — ^Prom 
all this it follows that the Details are appurtenant to the J^Mtifiee.-^' It has 
been already explained that the sacrifice something ephemeral, and as 
such incapable of bringing about the result at another time j so that the 
Detfidls performed in connection with it would also be unable to bring about 
the result*. — ^The argument set forth here, we refute in the following 
manner : It would be like the drinking of oils ; just as when oil or clarified 
butter is drunk, — ^though this drinking is ephemeral, yet it brings about, 
nt another fame, such results as the improvement of intelligence, memory, 
strength and so forth ; — ^in the same manner, the’ sa, orifice also would bring 
about its result at another time ; — ^what is the ose, of .assuming an unseen 
and imheard of factor in the shape of, Apurva ? ” 

SUTEA (6)/ 

\Obje(fdon concluded ] — “ FufimEB, one sentence being taken as 

SERVING TWO PtTRPOSES HAS BEEN FORBIDDEN.”- 

Bhd^ya. 

“ According to the view set forth above, all the details would appertain 
to aU sacrifices. Further, Praydjas are performed at the Aipdrdgna and 
other sacrifices ; hence (according^ to om view by which the Praydja as a 
detail appertains to all sacrifices), it becomes quite possible for those Prayajas 
to appear at the Savfrya sacrifice ; and ialSo for the Krsriala to be offered at 
each Praydja, according to the injunction that ‘ One should offer the Krstyila 
at each Prc^dja’ (which latter injimctdon appears in connection with the 
Sa/urya only). Otherwise (if the Prayaja, as a detailj did not appertain to 
all sam^ees), it would be necessary to take the injunction (‘one should 
. 34 
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offer the Kr?i?ctla at each Prayaja ’) as laying down the Pmydjaa {m. con- 
nection with the Saurya), and also the offering of Kramtla sA those Prayajas; 
and in this way the sentence would have to serve two purposes, and this 
‘ serving of two pttrpoaes'' has been forbidden, — ^From this also it follows 
that the details are appurtenant to the Sacrifice.'''’ 

SUTRA (7). 

[Armjoer ] — ^Iir BBALBry, the Details should appebtain to the 

AptfBVA, BEOAHSE THERE IS HO INJUNCTION IN BEGABD TO THE 
SaCBIETOB ; hence thebe is DIEFBEBNCB AMONG 
ACTIONS (due to DIPEERBNOB AMONG ApOBVAS). 

Bhdsya. 

It is not true that, the Details appertain to the Sacrifice. The Details 
should appertam to the Apurva ; — ^the term ‘ chodand ’ in the Sutra we take 
to mean Apurva ; hence the meaning of the Sutra is that, because the Details 
seirve the purposes of the ‘ chodand ’ — i.e. of the ApUrva, — ^therefore they 
must a|)pertain to the Apurva ; the reason for this having already been 
given as ‘ because it is only thus that they can be conducive to the 
bringing about of the resxilt 

It has been urged by the Opponent that “ the connection of the Details 
with Sacrifice is clearly perceptible Our answer to this is that there is 
no mjimction in regard to Sacrifice ; the term * utpatti ’ here we esplain 
as* ‘ sacrifice ’ ; so the meaning is that in regard to Sacrifice, there is no 
injunction to the effect that the Details appertain to the Sacrifice ; — all that 
happens is that they are spoken of; and are performed, in connection with 
the SacrMce ; but this fact does not make them subservient to the purposes 
of the Sacrifice. For instance, though the colour is spoken of in connection 
with the {doth, — ^in such sentences as ‘ one colours the cloth ’, — ^and it is also 
done or produced in the cloth, — yet it does not subserve the purposes 
of the cloth ; ' it subserves the purposes of the man or woman (who wears the 
cloth). Similarly, in the case in question, the Details that are spoken of and 
performed in connection with the Sacrifice would subserve the purposes of 
the Apurva ; as it is only thus that they would serve a useful purpose. — 
For this reason, — i.e. because the details subserve the purposes of the 
Apurva, — ^there would be difference among actions. 

It has been urged by the Opponent that “ the fact of the Sacrifice being 
subordinate to the result is clearly perceptible ”. — ^But as a matter of fact, 
the Sacrifice does not bring about the Result, without having brought about 
an (intervening) Apurva ; that is why the Sacrifice is recognised as the 
indirect (mediate) cause (of the result) ; — one thing becomes recognised 
as the cmm of another also when it brings about this latter indirectly 
(through anotiber intervening factor). For example, when one cooks, food 
with cow -dung, it is regarded as ‘ cooked by chaff (the chaff having been 
eaten by the cow and turned into cow -dung). 

It has also been urged that ,^^the result would foDow from the sacrifice 
at some future rime, just aa from the drinking of oils”. — Our answer 
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to tMs m as follows In the case of the drinking of the oils also the result 
do^ not appear at some other time; because its result consists in the 
equilibrium of the bodily-hunioTJrs ; smd this appears immediately after tto 
drimMm^ ; as for the improvemaat in strength, robustness and the rest, 
aU this reeulte from the proper digestion of food. Hence the case cited is 
not analogous to the case in question, 

SOTRA (8). 

[C%’c<sfen] — “ Evmsr so, rr SHOuiiB appebtatn to all, bbiwg common, 

UKE THE NAME.” 

Eha§ya. 

“ Even though it be the Apurva that ‘ prompts ’ (needs) the Details, 
yet every one of such details shmM appertain to att, being common, like the 
name. AH Apurvas have the common name ‘ Apurva ’ ; — ^Uke the name, 
the detail pertaining to this also should be the same ; — as in the case of the 
‘Bphika^ (people of the Panjab); when it is said ‘a Panjabi has come 
as>^eat, prepare for him barley-mear, this same barley-meal is prepared 
for any and every Pangcdd ; — or when it is said ‘ in cases of disease in the 
Eye, nvudga and rice should be eaten, and in oases of diseases of the stomach, 
nUlk [i.e. (a) ewe’s milk, (6) milk and JBiZm-fruit or . ‘ milk of the BUm- 
fruit] should be drunk’, then in every case of ‘eye-disease’, mudga and 
rice is eaten, and in every 'case of ‘stomach-disease’, milk [Le. ewe’s milk, 
(6) milk and J5fZoa-fruit or milk of J5il!tJa-fruit] is druids ; — similarly in the 
case in question all the details that have been laid down in connection 
with one Apurva would appertain tq all Apurvas. 

“Ecfftheir, there are certain Brahma^as belonging to the Rescension 
called * Aru^Para^kara ’ ; among their texts, there is the following Smrti- 
text — ‘ The details of the JDarsha-PUrncmtasa appertain to ail Istis and also 
to the Agnigotruiya * and so on, ending with the words—' all those archetypes 
and eoiypes — This text clearly indicates the view that we have set forth 
above (i,e. that the Details appertain to all sacrifices). 

“ Ikom all this we conclude that, even though prompted by the Apurvas, 
the Details are appurtenant to all sacrifices.” 

S^RA (9). 

{An8weir \ — the case of names, it may be possible, because the 

FACT BEMAINS THE SAME ANB BECAUSE IT IS A MATTEE OF 
PEBVIOUS EXPEBTRNOE. In THE CASE OF SaOBIFICE, 
HOWBVBE, INASMUCH AS IT IS A MATTEE AMENABLE 
TO ‘WOBBS’ AIiONB, THE ACOESSOEY BETAILS 
OF ONE CANNOT AHPEETAIN TO ANOTHER. 

.. f I. , ^ 

We set forth the answer to udiat has been urged above. — ^It has been 
urged that the present case may be treated as the case of the ‘ Bdhnka ’ 
(Panjabi). 
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Oxir answer to that is that in the case of names it may he so, became 
the fact remains the same. Residence in the Panjab is. a fact, one’s connection 
with a certain place ; and this remains the same, constant, in all residents 
of the Panjab ; and the liking for a particular kind of food (Barley-meal) 
is due to that fact j of residence in the Pan jab, and it is nOt due to the 
personal idiosyncracy of any man. — ^How is this known ? — Became it is a 
matter of previom experieme % the matter has been subject of previous 
experience ; several times people — ^residents of the Panjab, as well as others 
not so resident, have been fed, and from deduction it has been found that 
fondness for Barley -meal is due to residence in the particular coimtry, and 
not to the idiosyncracies of any person. For this reason in the case of such 
names as ‘ Bahika ’ (Besident of the Panjab), what has been urged by the 
Opponent may be possible. 

In the case in question, however, sacrifice is amenable to only one 
means of cogrdtion, the word (of the Veda) ; and hence it cannot be known, 
by any other means, to which particular Apurva certain Details appertain ; 
— ^and through the Vedic Word, they are found to be restricted to particular 
Apurvaa ; — and ApurvoLs are distinct (not one and the same). Hence it 
follows that the Details laid down in connection with one Apurva cannot 
appertain (apply) to another, 

StiTRA (10). 

“ Bxtt thebe is the Smrti-tbxt”, — ^IF THIS IS TJBGED [then 
the answer is as in the next Svtra]. 



It has been urged by the Opponent (rmder Su. 6) that there is a SmrH- 
text (to the effect' that the Details of the Darsha-Pun^amdsa are the same 
as those of ah, Is^, etc. etc,’ — ^What is the answer to that ? 

SUTRA (11). 

[Anm&r] — It is hot so ; as the Smbti-text is pbeceded by 

SOMBTHENG ELSE. 

Bhdsya. 

The Smrti-text quoted is pr^eded by something else ; There is, as is. 
going to be explained, a general law governing the application of details, 
in the form — ‘ The procedure shall be like that of the original Primary ’ ; and 
it is only the details thus made applicable to the minor sacrifice that are 
referred to in the text quoted, -r-on 'the basis of the general law just quoted ; 
and it is not an injunction of any details that have not been already enjoined ; 
and the reason for this lies in the fact that the application of Details is 
regulated by the said general law. 
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SUTRA (12). 

InASMFOH; AS THE ItfATTEB IS AMENABLE TO THE ‘ WOKD ’ ALONE, — 
AND AS THE DETAILS AB.E BESTBICTBD TO PABTIODLAB CONTEXTS, 

— THEY COULD APPLY ELSEWHERE ONLY ON THE BASIS 
OP A ‘ WORD ’ TO THAT EPPEOT. 



This Siitra states the Final Conclusion ; in the Final Conclusion we have 
the statement of the Reason and of the Proposition. Thus the meaning 
is as follows: — ^Because matters are as explained above, therefore, — ^inas- 
much m the maUer — of Fire-kmdling and other details — is amenable to ‘ word ’ 
alone, — and as they are restricted to distinct contexts, — they cotdd apply 
elsewhere only on the basis of a ‘ word ’ to that effect. For instance, the 
Bdpprabhfi-offerings have been laid down in the following text, occurring 
in the section on ‘ Fires ’ : — ‘ Qandharvdpsaraso m etamunmddayanti, ya 
vmmStdyaii eta vai gandharmpsaraso yadrdstrahhrtam, iasmai svdha, tdbhyaJi 
svdMti juhoti ’ Oandharvas and Apsarases intoxicate him, and he becomes 
intoxicated ; these Oandharvas and Apsarases are the Rastrabhrt ; to them 
they offer libation saying — SvaJid to the Oandharvas, Svdha to the Apsarases ’] ; 
and these Bd^irabh/rt offerings, thus laid down in connection with the ‘ Fires ’ , 
are declared to be applicable to the Marriage-Rite, in the following text : — 
[‘ Fltesdm rdsprabhfto juhoti dbhydtdndn jvhoti ’]. ‘ At this one should offer 
the Bdsprahh/rt offerings and the Ahhydtdna offerings [So that there is 
this latter direct text applying, to the Marriage-Rite, the details laid down 
originally in connection with the Fires].— -In the absence of any such text 
(extending the application of Retails), the Details must remain restricted 
to their own original contexts. 

Such being the case, sacrifices like the Avndrdgna remain without 
details [as no details are laid down directly in reference to these sacrifices] ; 
and it is the consideration of such sacrifices that is taken up by the second 
six -chapters of the Sutra. 

Now under Discourse VII, it is asserted that sacrifices like the 
Amds'o.gna do have then details ; and these come to thenr by ‘ AUdesha 
‘ Transference ’. ‘ Atid^ha ’ is that process by which the Details laid down 
in connection with one sacrifice are extended beyond that sacrifice and 
transferred to (i.e. connected with) another sacrifice. For instance, after having 
directed the feeding of DevadaMa in the following terms : — ‘ Devadatta should 
be fed on Rice, Pulse, Meat and Sweet cakes — one ‘ transfers ’ or extends 
the same process to the case of YajnadaUa in the words — ‘ Yajfiadatta should 
,be fed like Devadatta They have the following couplet also (defining 
APidesha ) — • 

‘ AUdesha is that process wherbby a Detail becomes extended in its 
application from the Primary, Aqt ^ s-ots similar to it ; such is the 
rule - 1 - ^ 


ii- 




II 






ADHiKABAisrA (2) : The Details of the ‘ Shyeim ’ sacrifice 
are ‘ extended ’ to the '^ Isu ’ sacrifice hy the direct 
declaration ‘The rest of it is like the 


Bi^a^a (lataroductory to Adfei&amtia). 

There is an JSkdha (one day) sacrifice, by name ‘ Im and another, 
by name * Shyena ’ ; both of these are * malevolent ’ (calculated to bring 
about the death of someone). — ^In connection with the Jsit sacrifice, — 
having laid down a few details, the text goes on to say, ‘ The rest of it is 
like the Shyena 

In regard to this, the question is — Is it a mere reference or an 
Injunction ? — ^If it is an Injunction, then it is a case of ‘ Extended Applica- 
tion ’, extending the application of the Details of the Shyena to the Isu . — 
If, on the other hand, it is a mere reference, then it is not a case of 
‘ Extended Application 

On this question, the Purva/pcJeaa view is set forth in the following 
Su^a : — 


SUmA (13). 


[PUbvapak^a] — “The text ‘ SAMAJsrAM, etc.’, should be taken as 

A BBEEBENOE TO WHAT HAS ALREADY BEEN ENJOINED ELSE- 
WHERE, — BECAUSE THE SACBOTCB IN QUESTION IS 
ONE THAT IS PRECEDED BY ANOTHER. 


Bhdsya. 


“ In the text ‘ Samanam itcmxt ahyinena ’ [* the rest of it is like the 
Shyena ’] we have a reference to what has already been enjoined elsewhere ; 
i.e. it is a mere Reference (not an Injunction). — Why ? — Became the sacrifice 
is one that is preceded by another j that is, the Jaw is preceded by the 
Jyotistoma (which is its' Archetype) and hence the procedure at it should 
be the procedure of the Jyotistoma : Since Jyoti§toma is the Archetype of 
the JsM, the Details of the Jyotistoma come to it under the general law 
(that ‘ the Ectype is to be performed like its Archetype’) ; — ^the Shyena. also 
has the Jyotistoma for its Archetype, and hence the said details find a place 
there also ; [so that all the requMte details for the Isu having been obtained 
from the Jyotistoma'] all that the test ia question can be taken to be is just 
a reference to those details which have come from the Jyotistoma as common 
to both the *S%2/g«a and the 1]^. ‘ ; 

“ Further, the term ^ itcmxt ‘the rest’ [in the sentence ‘ Samanam Uarat 
shtfSnena ’] cannot stand for l^frat db^ pot exi^ i because the term ‘ itairat ’ 
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cannot apply to what is not near at hand, it is always to things 

near at hand. For instance, when it is said ‘ itarah pravdro diyatdm, 
itarah hamhulo dvyatdm ’ [‘ give the other cloak, give the other blanket 
what is near at band is given, and jaot any cloak or any blanket. In the 
case in que^ibn the details that are hear at hand are those pertaining to 
the Jyatistoma , ; hence the sentence in qaestioh inust be a reference to the ^ ; 
they having b^n already enjoined by the general iaw (that ‘ the Eetype is 
to be performed in the manner of the Archet3rpe 

SUTEA (14). 

[Objectiqh to the Fctrvapak^a]— “ ‘ [It is the htjunotioh oe the 

DBTAILSJ OE THE ShYENA — IF THIS IS HBGED [then the 
answer will be as given in the following Sutra]. 

BJmyct. 

Says the Objector to the Purmpak ^ — ‘ If yohr view is that the sentence 
in question contains a reference to the details of the Jyotiatoma, — ^then that 
is not so; because it oontams the injxmction of those details that belong 
specifically to the Shy&na, — such as the red4urb<m and the rest. — How so ? 
— Because the text mentions the Shy&na; it is when the term ^ SK^na’ 
is taken as specifying the deflate mnaat that the presence of the term 
‘ ShyenBna ’ can have any sense ; otherwise it would he meaningless. Be- 
cause those details that belong to Hj© are a^ipMbable equally 

to all the ectypes of the Jyotispma — all Mhakas, Af^ms and StOras % sO that 
so far as these details are concerned, the assertion ‘ samamimitarat ’ (‘ the 
rest ie similar’) would mean exactly the same thing as samdnamiiarat 
shyenena ’ (‘ the rest is similar to the Shyena ’) [so that the term * Shy&wna ’ 
would be entirely superfluous].’ 

SUTRA (15). 

[PflEVAPAK§IIf’S ANSWER TO THE OBJECTION] — “ ThAT IS NOT SO ; 

BBOAHSB OE NON-PROXIMITY,” 

Bhdsya . , 

“ The sentence in question cannot be a reference to those details that 
belong specifically to the Shyena|V-T--'Why ?~Beeause of non-proximity. 
As a matter of fact, the term ’ ,i* the rest,’) stands for what is near 

at hand; and the term ^ Shyena xtfyt bring the specific details of the 

Shyena any nearer to the leu-r-r-As for the fact, of the term ‘ Shyena ’ being 
a specific name, — its being nonspemfic might be objectionable in the case 
of the sentence being an injunction t ^ it is taken as a mere reference, then 
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nothing being enjoined, what is there that would be specified ? The details 
of the Jyotiatoma loQmig common to all, would naturally belong to the 
5'%ena also ; and hence a reference is quite pofisible. — From all this it follows 
that the sentence in question is only a reference to the details of the 
Jyotiptoma.” 

SOTRA (16), 

[SiPPBi1nTA]---In BKALITY, CT MUST BE THE OTHER WAY; BECAUSE IT 

IS OHPY THUS THAT . THE SBNTBHOE WOULP BE LAYING POWN 
SOMETHING NOT ALRBAPY KNOWN THE TERM ‘ TTAEAT ’ 

TOO HAS THE SENSE OE ‘ OVER ANP ABOVE ’ (‘ FURTHER 
‘ REST ’),-M)VER ANP ABOVE WHAT FORMS PART 
OF THE JyOTISTOMA ; ANP IT WOULP BE THIS 
THAT WOULP BE SPOKEN OF BY THE WORP 
* SAMANAM ’ (‘ LIKE ^ SIMILAR ’). • 

Bhd§ya, 

The phrase ‘ api ea ‘ in reality implies the acceptance of the view 
other than the one set forth above. In fact the sentence should be taken 
as the Injunction of those details that belong specifically to the Skyena, 
and a mere reference to those belonging to the Jyotiafoma. — “ Why so ? ” — » 
Because it is only thus that the sentence would he laying down something not 
already hnovon ; in this way it would enjoin something new, and as such 
would prompt a new set of activity ; if it were a mere reference to what 
is already known, it would not prompt any new activity, and as such 
would be futile. 

“ But the term ‘ Uara ’ stands for what is near at hand [and it is the 
details of the Jyotistoma that are near at hand, and hence these must be 
taken as referred to].” 

The answer to this is that the term ‘ itara ’ does not always express 
what is near at hand ; it often expresses what is similar to what has been 
said before, though it may not be near at hand ; it always expresses what 
is left (the rest). When, for instance, the term ‘ Uara ’ is used in connection 
with clothes, in the sentence — ‘ Give the blanket to Devadatta, the silk- 
piece . to Vi^umiira, the linen to Tajhadaita, and the rest to Chaitra ’ — ^it 
is the doth that is given (to Ohaitra), not either gold or silver. In the case 
in question, the term ‘ itara ’ has been used in reference to details over and 
above those of the Jyotistoma ; hence here also it should express ‘ over 
and above and hence become expressive of ‘ more ’, ‘ over and above 

If, on the other hand, the term ' itara ’ be taken as expressing the 
details belonging to the Jyotistoma, and also connotative of what is near 
at hand, then one or the other of these two denotations, ‘ over and above ’ 
and ‘ what is near at hand must have to be abandoned. If the term be 
taken as standing for what is near at hand, — and its sense of ‘ over and above ’ 
be rejected, — ^then the sentence would be a mere reference, and as ^ch 
futile ; the word • Shyena ’ would have to be regarded as one which is not 



mu.nt to be sigmaoant. H, on the other hand, the idee of ‘ what ta nOK 
at hand ’ be abandoned, and ihe sense of ‘ over and above ’ be admitted, 
then there would be no incongruity at all. It is for these reasons^t^t the 
author of the Sutra says that the term ‘itarat’ has the seme of more 
{< over and above ’). Consequently the details that are meant to have their 
appUcation extended are just those that belong specfficaUy to the 
Shyena, and which are ‘over and above’ those that belong to the 
Jyotistcma ; and it wcruM be those tJmt wcnM be spoken of by tM word 
‘ aamanam \ ‘ Hke ‘ similar ’ ; and in this case the term ‘ ShySna retams 
its significance. 


j^HiKAEANA (3): The *text8 ^ Etadlyrdhmandni, etc/ 
extends f in refercTice to the ‘ Five offering-materials \ 
the application of the Injunction along with 
the GommendMory Statement 

Bhdsya (Introductory). 

Among the ^ Ohaiurmdsya^ sacrifices [consisting of the four Satras — 
(1) Vaishmdem, (2) Varu^Mpraghmai (3) ShdkamMha, and (4) Sunaslrlya], — 
in connection with the Vmshvadem, the Agmya (cake, baked upon eight 
pans) 6md the othOT materials have been prescribed [altogether ^ght in number ; 
viz. : (1) the Agr^ya Gahe bs^ed on eight pans, (2) the Cooked Rice dedicated 
to S&rm, (3) the Cake baked on twelve pans, dedicated to Smitr, (4) Cooked 
Rice dedicated to Sa/rasvat, (6) Cooked Rice dedicated to Piisan, (6) the Cake 
baked on seven pans, dedicated to the Maruta, (7) the Curdled Milk 
dedicated to Vishved§vas, (8) the Cake baked upon one pan, dedicated to 
Dydva-Prthim ] ; — ^the details also of these have been laid down. — ^In con- 
nection with the Vcmi/napragJicisa, only (five out of the eight) naaterials 
have been mentioned, and then it has been added — ‘ These five materials 
have the same commendatory Brahmania terts as the other materials 

In regard to this the question that arises is — Does the ‘ extended 
application’ laid down in this last sentence refer to the Commendatory 
texts alone ? Or to the entire section including the Commendatory texts 
and the corresponding Injunotions.of Details ? [That is, does it mean that 
only the Commendatory texts relating to the remaining three materials 
are to be applied to the Varunapraghdaa ? Or the Commendatory texts 
along with the corresponding three materials ?] 

Question — “ How can there be an extended application of the Com- 
mendatory text only ? ” 

Answer — ^As there is in the case of such descriptions as — ‘ Pampdkuldya- 
prcaimdshcha vrksdh ’ [‘ The trees assemble the nests rovmd the Pampa 
Lake ’]. 

Question — “ In the case imder couEdderation, which are the Injuncime, 
and which the Commendatory, texts ? ” 

Answer — ^The Injunctive texts are — ‘ The grass-bundle is thrice bound 
up, — ^the fuel is thrice bound up,— there are nine Praydjas, nine Amt/ydjas 
and so forth (wMeh lay down the details in connection with the Yaislmi' 
dem Satra ) ; — and the OommmdatOry, texts are — ‘ These Materials are 
sacred to Vrtraghna ’ and so forth (which eulogise the eight Materials laid 
down in connection with the j , j 

On the aforesaid question* the P^tvapaksa view is.; thus set forth fin 
the’ following i*’. . f-'f. 
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SHABAEA-BHiSYA : 


SUTRA (17). 

[POb,vapaki?a] — “ In oonnbgtion with the ‘ Rive Materials thebe 
IS ‘extended aeplication’ of the Commendatory texts 

ONLY, BEOAirSE THESE ARE IN CLOSE PROXIMITX'.” 

Bhdsya. 

“ In, regard to the Fim Materials (that are mentioned in connection 
with the Varurjiapragham), it is said — ‘These five Materials appear at all 
points of time ’ ; and hence these have been called ‘ Panchasanchara ’ ; 
now 'in connection with these ‘ Five Mater ials ’ there is extended application 
of the Commerdatory texts onkj.—Why so 1 — Becavse these are in close proxi- 
mity ; i.e. the Commendatory texts are in close proximity to the (mention 
of the) Materials; because it is these Commendatory texts,— ^-and not, the 
texts injunctive of the accessory details,~that are syntactically connected 
with the Injunctions (of the Materials).— What if it is so ? — ^What follows 
from this is that it is only then that the statement ‘ The Brahmana-texts 
relating to these are the same as those relating to the previous ones ’ becomes 
possible ; for the Brahmana-texts relating to the Materials are just those 
by which they are enjoined ; for what other relationship except that of 
Injunction amd Enjoined can there be between the Brahmapa-text and the 
Material ? And as a matter of fact, these Materials are enjoined by the 
Commendatory texts, not by those Injunctive texts that enjoin the accessory 
details; as the things that are enjoined by the Injunctions of Details are 
not materials, — ^From this it follows that there is ‘ extended application ’ 
of the Commendatory texts, not of the Injunctions of Details. — ^Then again, 
even in connection with the Vatnvnopraghdsa, some details relating to the 
Vaishioadeva have been enjoined; for instance, in the text ‘ They churn the 
Fire, etc.’ ; — and if these were to come to the Varuruipraghdsa by ‘ extended 
application ’ also, — as they would, if Injomctive texts also were to come in 
by ‘extended application’, — ^then the separate enjoining of these details 
(in the text just quoted) would be meaningless.---From aU this it follows 
that it is only the Commendatory texts that come in (to the Vanmapr^Jidsa) 
by ‘extended application’.” 

StJTRA (18). 

[SiddhXnta] — ^It should be of the whole, because the 
TERM used is A COMMON ONE. 

. Bha^ya. 

It is not true that there is ‘ extended application ’ of the Commendatory 
text. Only ; in fact, there should be kiCh a|)plication (or transference) 6f the 
entire section including the.lnjtincthm and the Commendatory rtextsi-M^iHiy 
■ so ? — Because the term used is a.coimnon one; i.e. a general. ,t€^m: haa been 
used ; the term used is ‘ Brahmapa-text which is a general pne,; applying 
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to the Injuactive as well as to the Contmendatory texts ; so that if the term 
includes the Injxmctive texts just as much as the Commendatory texts; 
then ii lUUst mean the * transference ’ (or extended application) of the 
former also.— It has been argued, that "the Injunctive texts have no 
relationship with the offering-materials”.— It is true that the relationship 
between them is not one of Injunciiwn and Enjoined, but certainly there is 
the relationship of rendering help.—" What help ? ” — ^The help that it 
enjoins the details relating to the Materials. And when this relationship is 
there, it is only logical that, on the strength of the generic term ‘ Brahma^ia- 
text there should be ‘ transference ’ of the whole section. 

SUTRA (19). 

AliSO BEOAtrSB WE MND TEXTS INDICATIVE OP THE SAME 
CONCJLUSION. 

Bhd^a. 

There is a text indicative of the ‘ transference ’ of the Injunctive 
texts. — " WHiat is that indicative text ? ” — ^There is the text — ‘ Varut^a- 
praghmi^ ^^mshaddhidayo vdjino yojcmti ahiiMndm mnvpattyai irimahoA- 
tvdya ’ [‘ At the Vaniv^praghdaa, there are thirty oblations, etc. etc.’] ; 
this shows that at the VaruiwpragMaa, there are thirty oblations. There 
could not be this number of oblations if the Injunctive texts were not 
‘ transferred — ^Henee it follows that they must be ‘ transferred ’. 

SUTRA (20). 

( Objecikm ] — "This cannot be; as it would involve the 

rNCONGEHITY OP LAYINa DOWN WHAT HAS BEEN ALBEADY 
ENJOINED ”, — ^IP THIS IS TJSGED [then, the answer 
will be as in the following Sutra]. 



“ It has been argued above (tmder Su. 17) that if there were transference 
of the Injimctive texts, then there are certain texts which would become 
useless, as laying down what will have been already enjoined in these 
transferred Injunctive texts. — WThat is the answer to that argument ? ” 

This Sutra is meant only to be a reiteration of a previous objection. 

S^TRA (21). 

Thebe would be no sucsh inoongetjity ; as the text in 
question sbeves the pueposb op othees. 

Bhd^a. 

The answer to the objection in question is as follows: — ^Eveu when 
there is ‘ transference ’ of the Injunc^ve texts, the laying down of the 


‘Ohurning of the Fire etc., would aot be useless; as it- would serve 
the purpose of another offering -niaterial, — for instance, of the ‘ Mdruti ’ 
{Omikm, curdled milk, dedicated to the Maruts) of the Dak§im-Vihdm. 
Consequently the text quoted by the Opponent cannot be taken as lendu^ 
support to the view that there is to be no ‘ transference ’ of the Injunctive 
texts. 


Adhikarana (4) : The text, ‘ Etadbrahmay^h, etc.\ indicates 
the ‘ transference ’ of the Injunctive and Commendatory 
texts to the ^ Ekakapdla ' and the ' AindrdgTia \ 

SUTRA (22). 

SuhejAB is the case with the ‘ EkakapIla ’ and the 

‘ArNDRAGNA’ (MATERIALS). 

Bhd§ya. 

In connection with the VaishvaMva, the ‘ Ekdkapdla ’ has been laid 
down as the ofiering -material, in the text — ‘ Dydmprthimya ehakapdlah ’ 
The cake baked upon one pan, dedicated to Dyauh-Prthivl ’] ; — ^in con- 
nection with the Vannytpraghdsa also, the ‘ JSkakapdla ’ has been laid down, 
in the text ‘ Kaya ekakapdZah ’ [‘ The cake baked on one pan, dedicated to 
Ka, Brahma ’] ; — again, in connection with the’ latter, another material 
has been laid down, in the text, ‘ Ainrddgno dvddaahakapdlo mdrutydmikad ’ 

[‘ The cake baked on twelve pans, dedicated to Indra-Agni , — ^the curdled 
millr dedicated to the Mamts — Now in connection with SdkamMdha 
sacrifices also, the Ekakapdla and the Amdrdgna are both laid down in the 
text-r-‘ Aind/rdgna dvddaahakapdda, indrdya vritraghm charvh, vaishm- 
karnumd IkakapdlaJi ’ [‘ The cake baked on twelve pans, dedicated to Indra- 
Agm , — ^the cooked rice dedicated to Indra-Vrttrahan , — the cake baked on 
one pan, dedicated to Viahmkarman ’]. And in connection with this last, 
there is the declaration—' Mtadhrdhmaifui aindrdgndh, UotAhrdhmaiyx, ekaka- 
' pdkdi, ya/dbrdlmvxiiyx iima itarashcha ’ [‘ The Aindrdgna has the same 
BrdhmaisM, and the Skakapdla has the same Brdhmaiia as that and that 
other’]. 

In regard to all this, the conclusion {SiddJiania) is thus stated (in the 
Svira) — SimUai' ia the case with the ‘ Ukakapdla ’ and the ‘ Amdrdgna ’ ; — 
i.e. similar to that of the ‘ Five-Material-Offering ’ (dealt with in the pre- 
ceding AdMkafaysh) ; so that in this case also there is ‘ transference ’ 
(‘extended application’) of the entire section, including the Injunctive as 
well as the Commendatory texts, and for the same reasons (as those set 
forth in the preceding AdJdkararya). 

This Sutra is meant only to state a well-ascertained fact, as 
introducing the next discussion. 


Adhekarana (5) : At the ^ Sakarnedha ’ sacrifie^, there is 
^transference' of ^ ^Elcakapdla' connected with 
the ^ Varwmpraghdsa \ 

SUTRA (23). 

The ‘ EeakapIla ’ coimBOTBD with the ‘ VaishyadEva ’ is the 

OMGIHAL PiOMABY OF AHL ‘ EkAKAPALAS ’ ; BBCATISB IN 

OONNEOTIOK with the ‘ AgBAYANA ’ WE FIND THE ‘ OFFEEING 
OF THE WHOLE ’ AND ‘ NO TURNING BACK ’ ; AND ALSO 
BECAUSE IN CONNECTION WITH THE AvABHRTHA BaTH, 

THEBE IS THE DECLARATION OF A SINGLE 
. ‘ DOUBLB-SLIOING 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the SakamMha we read — ' Etadbrahmana Mkaka- 
patah ’ [‘ The Skakapala has this same Brahmcmi-text ’]. 

In regard to this, we proceed to' consider the question — ^Is the 
‘ SkakapcUa ’ here spoken of idiat pertaining to the Vaishvadeva ? Or that 
pertaining to the Varm%apragha8a ? 

On this question, the Purvapdh^a view is as follows : — “ It should 
be the Skahapala pertaining to the — Why ? — ^Because 

it is in connection with that that the following details have been prescribed 
— ‘ Having adoimed it, and filled it up, one should offer it in silence, etc. 
etc.’ ; the Ekakapala pertaining to the Varurj^ra^fimaa, on the other hand, 
has no details prescribed in ooimeetion with it ; — Whence it is only in reference 
to the former that we could say — ‘ this act should be done like that (i.8. 
the VaishvaMva) — ^Hmce it is the Skakapala pertaining to the FaisAvodem 
that should be taken to be meant (in relation to the SaJtxemMha). — ‘ Inas- 
much as the Skakapdla is mentioned along with the Ainckragna, it should 
be taken as the one pertaining to the Yarvoidpraghdsa ^. — ^Not so ; because 
it is only necessary that two things belonging to the same Parva should 
be spokm of together ; but there is nothing incongraous in two such things 
being mentioned together as do not belong to the same Pcvrva. Hence it is 
the Ehakxupala of the Vaishoad^va that should be taken as meant.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhanta : — ^It is the 
EkaJcapala of the Varw^utpraghdsa that is meant, — ^Why ? — Because the 
Ehadcapala of the VaishvaMva is the original primary of all Ekalcapalm . — 
How do you know that ? — Because in eonnectiion with the Agrayaiia we find 
that there is ‘ offering of the whole ’ and ‘ no turning hack ’ ; i.e. at the 
Agrayana, there is offering of the whole of the Skakapdla dedicated to 
Dydvd-Prthim, and also the ‘ absence of turning back — os is shown in 
the following text — ‘ Yat aarvahvtam karoti sd tvekd ^arichaksd, hutohutah 
parydvartate ad dvitiyd, djyasyaiva dydvaprthivyau yajetd"* [‘ That the whole is 
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offered is the first step ; what is offered again and Again and turns back is the 
second, but one should offer to Dyava^Prthivi, Clarified Butter only This 
text contains the injunction of the offering of Clarified Butter, and indicates 
the ‘offering of the -whole’ J^fcafeopdia, as also of ‘no turning back’, as 
being possible. — On the basis of this indication, and also on the basis of the 
declara^on that the ‘ double-slicing ’ should be done only once, — ^in 
connection with the Avabhftha-Bath there is the definite declaration that 
‘He slices twice out of this same J^kakapdla it follows that there is 
to be no ‘ double-slicing ’ anywhere else. All this has been prescribed in 
connection with the JShahapdla of the Vaiahvadeva. From this it follows 
that the. VmshmdSva is the ori^al primary of aullSkahapdlaa. 

“ What if it is so ? ” 

It follows from this that the details of the VaishvaMva are admissible 
in connection with the ^kakapdla of the Sdkamedha also (directly’ under the 
General Law that ‘ the Eotype is to be performed like the Archetype ’) ; and 
any ‘ transference ’ of these same to the SdJccmedha would be entirely useless. 
On the other hand, there are certain details that belong specifically to the 
Mhakapala of the Varutxapraghdea, and they are not admisnble at the 8dka<- 
imdha (by any other means, except ‘ Transference ’) ; hence in regard to these, 
‘ transference ’ would be of use. From this it follows that in the text in 
question, it is the SkaJcapdla of the Varuf?apraghdaa that should be taken 
to be meant. 

Says the Opponent — “ What you have put forward is only an indicative 
text ; — where is the injunction ? ” 

The injunction we shall point out later on under SO. 7. 3. 26. 

“ Which are the Details (of the Skahapdla of . the Vannyjpraghdaa) 
which are meant to be ‘ transferred ’ ? ” 

They are — that ‘ the Sruk should be of gold or of Shann wood ’ 
and so forth. 


Erid of Pdda i of Adhydya VII. 


ADHYAYA VII. 

PlDA II. 

Adhekarana (1) : Terms like ^ Rathantara^ stand only 
for the ' music ’ to which the verses are set. 

SUTRA (1). 

[PtravAPAK^A (A)]— “ The name oe a Samah must be taken in the 

SENSE THAT HAS BEEN TAUGHT.” 

Bhdsya. 

We have the text — ‘ He sings the Raihantara over two verses ’ [The 
Soman sung over the verse ‘ Abhi tvd shura nomimah, etc.’ is called 
‘ Raihantara ’] ; and then we have such texts as * He sings the Rathantara over 
the Kamtii verses ’ [This extends the application to the three verses 
‘ Kayanaahchitm abhuva, etc.’ which are called ‘ Kavati the normal music 
over which is the * Yarmdmya which are sought ta be shifted by the 
transferred ‘ Rathantara 

The question here is— When the text (‘ Sings the Rathantara over the 
KanoiR verses ’) transfers the ‘ Raihaniara ' to the Kavati verses, — -what is 
it that is transferred ? 

It is clear that what is ‘ transferred ’ is what is denoted by the words 
like * Rathantara 

True ; but that itself is not quite known what is exactly denoted by 
such words. 

‘‘ It has been settled that the name ‘ Sdman ’ applies to the music (Su. 
i. A. 3)/^ *:■ , ' , 

What has been so settled is going to be objected to now ; and' then 
we shafrvpeme to a definite conclusion. 

“ If the conclusion is the same that hae been settled, why should there 
be any objection ? ” 

'j?heL. objection is put forward and discussed, with a view to couftcm 
(and ratify) the conclusion already arrived at ; just like fixing the 
post by digging and shaking it. 

What is the answer to the question that suggesta-itself first ? • • 

“ It is thi# — ^Learned people apply the term ‘ Sdman ’ to the music 
to which a verse is set,, which undergoes many modifications in the shape 
of Stobha (Pause), accent, time and repetitions, and which has such divisions 
as Prastdva, XJdgliha, Pratihdra, Vpadrava and Nidhana. Hence there is 
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the doubt (as to whether the term ‘ Bathantara ’ is to be taken as standing 
for the words of the verse or for the music to which they are set). 

“ ‘ But it has been already explained that, inasmuch as the words in 
question {RcUhantara and the rest) are used only when there is music, they 
should be taken to be connotative of that embellishment which is called 
music.' 

“True it has been so explained; but it is that same explanation that 
is being objected to here. In fact, the words in qxiestion are not connotative 
of any embellishment (of the words). — ^Why ? — Because they are used at a 
time when the sacrifice is not being performed ; as a matter of fact, the 
Soman is used (sung) when the performance is not going on ; and operations 
of the nature of ‘ embellishments %— such as washing, excmining, cleaning 
and so forth — are not performed when the performance is not going on ; 
because ai>art from the performance, they would be entirely useless. If, on 
the other hand, the terms stand for the Mantra-texis themselves (and 
not for the music), then, — ^in accordance with the rule that ‘ the Veda is 
to be read ’, — the reading would be rightly done at the time that the sacrifice 
is not being performed. Hence the terms in question should be taken as 
names of the Mantra-texts. — ^Further, because of the difference in the 
names. There is a difference of names also, — such as ‘ Baihomtara ‘ Bfhai ' 
smd the like. — This diversity of names would be useless (if the words stood 
for musical embellishment), as the embellishment is one only (not diverse) ; 
so that in that case, the single name ‘ music ’ would suffice. If, on the 
other hand, they are names of the texts, then the diversity of names is 
only right and proper, — ^Further, if the Bathantara were mere music, — ^ondthe 
Brhat also were music, — ^there would be no justification for such different 
names as ‘ this is BaikarUara, that is Brhut It is quite justifiable if they 
are names of Mantra-texta. — Lastly, there is diversity of modification also . 
Le. each Soman is found to have a distinct modification of its own ; we find 
each Soman having a distinct modification of its own. This would not be 
possible (if the terms stood for the music), as the music is one only. As a 
matter of fact, we find a diversity in the modifications only when there 
is diversity in the nature of the embellishment ; for mstanee, Thumping 
brings about the rice (husked grains), and Pounding brings about the 
powder (flour) ; one and the same process of aop^lhshment does not give us 
the rice as well as the flour. — ^If on the other hand, the terms m question 
are names of texts, then as the verses are diverse, it is only right that 
there should be diversity in the modifications. — For these reasons the terms 
in question should be taken as names of texts. 

“It is in view of these facts that the final answer is given in the 
Sui^ra : — The name of the Soman should be taken in the sense in which it has 
been taughi ; that is, the words that are names of ‘ Soman ' are to be used 
in the sense in which they have been taught by expounders to their 
pupils. — ‘ What is it that has been taught ? ’ — It has been taught that 
Soman is the verse set to music in the form of Stobha and the other divisions ; 
and it is m this sense that the wprd should be used. — ^Why so ? — Because 
words like ‘ Bathantara ’ are the names of the texts.” 
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shababa-bh1§ya : 


SUTBA (2). 

[RBJ’TTTATIOlir Ol' PtJBVAPAK?A (A)}— BttT A WOBD OAimOT BS USED 
FOB. ABY BTJKPOSB OTHEB THAN ITS OWN ; — (a) BEOAXTSB WOBDS 
DENOTE MEANnSTQS; — (6) BEOATTSE ONE IS DISTINCT FBOM 
ANOTHEE. The ONLY CONNECTION BOSSIBLE IS THAT 
WITH THE ACT (OE SINGING). 



The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

It is not right to take the terms as standing for the text. — Why ?-- 
The point to consider in this case is that, when it is declared that ‘ one 
sings the Bathcmtara over, the KavaM verses’ (a) should it be taken as 
extending the use of the ^ AbMvaH verses’ [i.e. the verses begi nn i ng with 
* AbM tva sJmra nomima ’ (Rgveda, 7. 32. 22) over which the BcUhantara 
Sam^n is normally sung] for the purpose normally served by the ‘ Kavati 
verses’ (i.e. the verses beginning with ‘ Kayd naahchitraabhwoa, etc.,’ Bgveda 
4. 31. 1) ? Or (&) are the KavaH verses to be made the container (reJoep- 
tacle) of the Abhivatl verses ? — (a) Now, it is not possible to ‘ transfer ’ the 
Abhimfi verses to the use to which the Kavati verses are put. — Why ? — 
Because words denote meanings ; the use of words lies in the expression of 
nxeanings and when it is said that ‘ One should sing the Baihantara over 
the KavaR verses ’, it is not possible that the meaning expressed by the 
KavaR verses should be expressed by the AiMvaR verses. From this it 
follows that there can be no ‘ transference ’ of tm. — (6) Nor can the one 
set of verses be taken as the receptacle of the other ; because one is distinct 
from another ; i.e. no word can subsist in another | words must remain 
distinct from one another; so that the words ' Abhitvd shma, efc.’ (i.e. the 
AbhwaR verses) are quite distinct from the words ‘ Ka^d nashdwtra, etc.* 
(i.e. the Kavati verses). In fact, the only coimeotion with the words that is 
possible is that wiflt the oc#,— the act of singing. Hence it follows that there 
can be no ‘ transference ’ of the one for the other as its rec&ptade. — ^Both 
these alternatives, (a) and (5) being impossible, the name {* Baihantara*) 
cannot be taken as standing for the verse-text {as set to music) [which is the 
Purvapakpa view (A)]. 

SOTRA (3). 

[PffBVAPAK§A (B)}— “ Ob, being used fob their own purpose, THEY 

MIGHT BE BEGABDED AS AUXILIABY TO THE O THER TEXTS ; • 

AND OE THIS ACTION, THERE MUST BE SOME PURPOSE.” 

Bhd^a. 

“The AbhivaR verses (ov^ which the Baihantara is sung), while 
used for their own normal purpose, might be regarded (on the basis of the 
declaration tmder consideration, ‘ Should sing the Bathamiara over the 
Kavati verses’) as auxiliary to the KavaR verses. — ‘How can the words 
Sings the Bathantara over the Kavati verses be taken to mean that the former 
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are to be atudliary to the latter ? ’ — They caa meaa that, in the same 
manner as, in the case of the declfiuration, ‘ If one fails in regard to any rite, 
he should offer the Jo^/o-oblations ’ [where the Joya-oblations are treated 
as auxiliary to the other rite ; vide Sh. 3. 4. 26-27]. — ‘ What purpose of the 
Kavatl verses would the Ahhivatl verses serve ? ’ — Some transcendental 
purpose may be assumed. — ‘ But why ? ’ — Because it is an action that is 
spoken of in the text ‘ Sing the Bathantara over the KavaM verses and 
there must be some purpose to be served by that action; just as in the 
case of the Praya^'as there is a purpose (assumed) to be served by the 
action.” 

The objection to this view (Purvapak^a B) is just this, that it is 
necessary to assume a purpose for the action. Hence this view also is 
not well-conceived. 

St7TRA.(4). 

[PI?»VAPAK§A (0)]—“ The WOBB AtOUE (MiaHY BE XISBB) — ^TF THIS IS 

TIEGBB [then it would be refuted as shown under the next BilAra\, • 

BM§ya, 

“ If you think that the use of the AhhA/oatl verses as auxiliary tO; the 
KavaR verses is not well-oonoeivedi — ^then let the word alone be used ; 
the meaning being that the word ‘ Baffuxniara ’ may be used in regard to the 
Kamta verses ; ii*r. the Kcwati verses should be spoken of by the name 
‘ Bathan^ra \ — How so ? — When a word is uttered, the first and foremost 


idea that is brought about is that of the word itself ; and it is only because 
no practical use can be made of the word as such that the use becomes 
xmderstood (secondarily) as that of the being expressed by the word ; as in 
the case of the word ‘ Odmdnaya * (the first idea is that the word * go \ 
is to be hrougJib in', and it is taken as standing for the animal cow, only 
when it is found that no bringing in of the word is possible].— In the case 
in question however (as it is a case of singing), the use that is possible is of 
the word only, not of what is expressed by it. Hence we shall take the 
term ‘ Bathantara ’ as standing for that word itself.” 


SUTRA (5). 


[PtlBVAPAKSA (C) refvied ] — ^That canhot be ; because 


The, view just set forth (under 4) is even worse than the previous 
one. — ^Why ? — Beccmse it is inborn that is, the relationship between the 
Name and the Named is inborn, eternal ; so that a word cannot express any- 
thing other than that to which it eWnaUy related ; for instance, the term 






SUTRA (6). 


Fubtheb, in this case the dechlaration would be 

MEANINGLESS. 


Bha^ya. 


Under the view set forth under Sh. 4, the declaration of ‘ transference ’ 
would be meaningless; and it, would be laying down something which 
(according to the view under reference) cannot be done. 

The author of the Vrtti has explained this Sutra to mean that " the 
Scripture dealing with the singiv.g of Sdman, — ^i.e. the section UJcthya — ^would 
be meaningless ’ ; and what he means is that, so far as possible, it cannot 
be right to regard aU the effort that cultured people put forth in the matter 
of singing Sdman as useless. 

[If the text ‘ Sings the Rathantara over the Kavatl verses ’ be taken as referring 
to the introduomg of the word ^Rathantara', then all that is laid down in the 
section dealing with XJhthya with regard to the singing of the Rathantara-Sdman,, 
over the Kavati verses, would have to be regarded as meaningless ; — and this would 
be highly improper, as the singing and its details have all been adopted in practice 
by all cultured people.] 


p-ABAH^A (D)]— -“It may be the tbansebeence oe the sound 
[that is meant] ’’—IE 'OBIS IS BUT FORWARD [then the answer 
would be as in the ^oll(^^ldng Sutra]. 


“ If you think that it would not be right to take the ‘ transference ’ 
as that of the name (the word, ‘ Rathantara ’), — ^then it may be of the sound ; 
in common parlance, the sound is spoken of as ‘ Sd,man ’ ; for instance, when 
it is said ‘ Susdmd devadattah % what is meant is that his sound or voice 
is good ; and ‘ sound ‘ voice ‘ tone ’ are all synonymous terms ; and 
all these are spoken of as ‘ Soman ’ ; and the Raihardara is a Sdman ; hence 
it is of this sound that there is to be ‘transference’.” 


SUTRA (8). 


[Refutation of PUrvapar^a (D)]— Not so ; because the. thing b: 

NON-EXISTENT, THE DBCHABATION COULD NOT BE APPLICABLE. 


Rhasya. 


It is not right to say that there would be transference of the ‘ 
Why ? — Because the thing, being non-existent ; i.e. the thing — ^the 
of the Ahhivatl verses — cannot be present in the Kavati verses 
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I because it is nou-existent that it -would brought into existence.” — The 

answer to that is that it is not possible even to Mng it into existence } it is 
absolutely impossible to reproduce, in the Kavati verses, the sound expressive 
of the syllables of the AhhivaR verses ; if it could be reproduced, then they 
would not be Kavati at all. If then, it cannot be brought into existence, — 
and it is not already there, — ^then the declaration that' ‘ One should sing the 
Raihantara over the Kavati verses ’ could not have any connection with 
any other word.— From this we cohelude that th^re can be no ‘ transference ’ 
of the sound. 

' SUTRA (9). 


[Pobvapak^a (E)] — “ Then, the sound (oe the AbhivatI) would be 

THEBE IN THE UTTERANCE (OE THE KaVATI) ; AS /THEPE ABE 
VOWELS AND CONSONANTS THAT ABB COMMON 
TO BOTH.” 

'Ekdaya. 



The term ‘ ‘ then ’, implies the setting forth of another view. 

If it is not possible to reproduce the ‘ sound ’ of the Ahjiivatl in the 
if await,— then the declaration, ‘Sings the Bathantara over the Kavati verses 
may be a reference. — ^How so ? — We proceed to explain : Of the declaration 
^ Kavattsu raihantaram gayati^, there are two constructions possible — (a) 

‘ Sings that Bathantara which is in the Kavati verses ’, and (&) ‘It is the 
Bathantara that one sings over the ifawoit verses ’ ; — ^it has been pointed 
out that, of these, the latter, ‘ it is the Bathantara that one sings over the 
Kavati verses ’, is not possible if the sownd is regarded as the ‘ Sdman’ 
{Bathantara), — ^because, it has been pointed out that it is not possible to 
introduce the sound of the Ahhivatl into the Kavati. But the former con-, 
struction is quite possible : viz. ‘ Sings that Bathantara which is in the 
Kavati verses ’ ; [in this case there is no introducing of any new sounds that 
are not already there]. 

‘ But this also is not possible ; because there Is ho Bathantara in the 
JCaeoit verses.’ 

“It is in answer to this that we have the Sutra — The sound would be 
there in the uttercmce ; i.e. the sound of the Ahhdvatl verses would he there in 
the utterance — of the Kavati verses. — How ? — Because th^re, are vowels and 
consonants common to both ; i.e. m&ny vowels and consonants found 
in. the Abh4mil verses are common in the Kavati verses; are 

present in the Ahhivatl as well as in the Kavati verses. Thus, then the 
soimd in relation to those common vowels and consonants that are present 
in the Abhyvahi verses (and hence in the Rathcmtara) would be present in the 
Kafvaii verses also. And it is the presence, of this sound that is referred to 
in the sentenceu ‘ Kavati^ ratha0argm gayapi ’ (in the ^ense that ‘ one 
sings that Bathamta/ra which 'is. therec in ;^he Kanx^ verses’, in the shape of 
th© said common sounds).— H(^1 iChb ifw^.tal<e the sentence in question to be a 
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■ sm’RA (10). 

“ Also bioafsb we find texts inbicativb of the same 

CONCLUSION.” 

Bkasya. 

“ We find a text also pointing to the fact that the Mathantara is present 
in the ‘ latter two verses — ‘ What is that text ? — ^It is as follows — I 
do not perceive th© Baihantara in the latter two verses, — ^with this view 
Viahvdmitm performed austerities ; I do not perceive the Brhat in the latter two 
verses, — ^with this view VasM^tha performed austerities It is only when 
a thing exists and is not perceived tlSlt an attempt is m^de for perceiving 
it ; for instance, one lights a lamp for the seeing of the jar that is there, 
not for the seeing of the Hare’s Horn. From this it is clear that there are 
Ra&umtara and Brhat Sdmans sung over the two latter verses ; and it is 
to this that there is a reference in the text in question.” 

SUTRA (11). 

[Refutation of Puevapak?a (E)] — ^But in connection with the 

LATEE VEESES, THEEE WOULD BE NO MODIFICATION SPOKEN OF ; 
hence it must be just as in the OEIGINAL TEXT. 



The term ‘ but ’ implies the rejection of the view set forth above. 

It is not right to hold that there is reference to the sound . — ^Why ? — 
Because, if such were the case, then there would be no modification spoken of 
in connection with the later verses, and hence these later verses would have 
to be used jixst as they are found in the original text, — just as they were 
^d at the time of reading the Vedic text (without the music) ; and in that 
case, if the text ‘ Sings the RcUdiantara over the later verses ’ were a m^'e 
reference, it would not lead to any activity, and as such, would become 
useless. — For these reasons it is not right to take the text as a reference 
to the sound. 

SUTR^.(12). 

FuETHBE, THEEE WOULD BE AN INOONGEUITY AMONG 
. . THE WOEDS.. 

Bhd^ya. 

There would be an incongruity among the names of Sdrnan-- Rathan- 
tara ’ and the rest, — ^as used in such texts as ‘ Rathantaram uttarayoh, 
Brhctduttarayoh \ — “ How so ? ’‘-^We are going to explain it. The ‘ sound ’ 
being what is called ‘ Sdman the term ‘ Raifumtetm ’ or ‘ Brhat ’ is used in 
the sense of a particular sound consisting in a set of sounds occurring in a 
definite order ; if this order of sequence among the sounds is disturbed at 
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any point, there is an incongruity (inapplicability of the name). Hence 
it cannot be right to hold that the sound is what is denoted by the term 
‘ Soman % and that it is this sound that is referred to in the text ( ‘ Sin^ the 
over the ifavcwti verses ’). 


Says the enquirer — “You have rejected all the possible views on the 
subject. Then does it mean that there is to be no use (of the Bathantara) 
at all (in connection with the Kavatl verses) ? ” 

The Purmpaksin replies [and puts forward the view that is Purm- 
paJq^ (F)] — “ The ‘ transference ’ should be of the verse itself [not of the 
verse set to music, as propounded in Purvapaksa (A)]. — ‘ But it has been ex- 
plained that no transference of one verse into another verse is possible.’ — ^True ; 
but there would be transference in regard to place ; when it is said that 
* Kamtisu rathanfuram gdyqii % it is true that it is not possible to sing the 
Bathantara over the KavaU verses ; hence we can take it as referring to place ; 
the meaning being that ‘ the BathanJtara is to be sung in place of the Kavati 
verses ’ ; the construction (the sense of the Locative) being just like what 
we have in such expressions as ‘ agnau tisthati* (‘stays in the fire’), 
‘ kupS tisthjiti ’ (‘ stays in the well ’). — Or it. may be taken as referring to 
the details ; the sense of the term ‘ raihantaram ’ being that ‘ the charac- 
t^stio details of the Bathantara are to be extended (transferred) to the 
Kavati verses’, — such details,- for instance, as ‘when the Bathcmtara is 
going to be introduced, one should think, in his mind, over PriiMtA ’ and 
so forth ; this ‘ transference ’ being like what there is in a case where the 
Teacher having gone abroad, the pupil is told that ‘ the Teacher’s wife is 
your Teacher the meaning of which is that the service that is due to the 
Teacher should be rendered to the Teacher’s wife, — ^the service being 
‘ transferred ’ to the Teacher’s wife.” 

StJTRA (13). 

[Siddhanta] — pact, the eight view is that the teem should be 

TAKEN AS DENOTING AN ACTION; BECAUSE IN THIS THE WELL- 
KNOWN SIGNIFIOATION OE THE WOED WOULD BE ACCEPTED ; 

AND ALSO BECAUSE THE MODIFICATOEY EMBELLISH- 
MENT CONOEBNBD IS NOT DIFEEEENT EBOM 
OTHEES. 

Bhd§ya, 

In fact, it is not the right view that “ the term ' Sdman ’ applies to 
the verse and it is the transferences^^ fthq verse, that is meant by the text, 
and that we may take it as indicating- either the place or the characteristic 
details ” (as set forth under Su. l2).r-;-d3ecsa.use recourse to Indirect Indication 
is permissible only when there is no other way,. 
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The right view is that the term should he taken as denoting an action ; 
i.». words like ‘ Bathantara ’ should be taken as denoting the action of singing 
as an embellishment. — ^Why so ? — ^The gronnds for this have been already 
explained under Sh. 1. 4. 3, where it h^ .been declared that ‘ The naxas Saman 
is applied to the music ’ ; it has been seen there that the term \8aman ’ 
is applied to the verse qualified by mttsic ; and there can be no conception 
of the qualified entity until the qualijication has been conceived ; hence 
it is this factor of qualification that is really denoted (by the word ‘ Soman ’), 
and it is from this idea of the qualijication thus obtained that there arises 
the idea of the qualified tloing which is associated with the qualification ; 
henc 9 in the connotation of the term ‘ Sdman there is not the least touch 
of the verse (text) ; and on that same ground we declare that it denotes 
the singing (music). 

Further, in this the well-knoum signijication of the word would he accepted ; 
as a matter of fact, the word ‘ gdyaW (‘ sings ’) is well known as signifying 
the act of singing.— " Wh&t is this act of singing — It consists in tbe 
pronoimcing of words in a particular manner ;■ — ^this is what is spoken of 
as " gdyati" (‘sings’) or " gdnam karoti does the singing’); — ^and 
it is tjiis act which is denoted by the terms ‘ Rathantara ’ and the like ; as 
is clear from the fact that this term (‘ Bathantara ’) has been used (in the 
text in question) along with the verb ‘ gdyati ’ (‘ sings ’), and also from the 
force of the Accusative ending (in ‘ rathantarcmi^) ; just as in the case of 
such expressions as ‘ Asdritakam gdyati \ ‘ Vardhamdnam gdyati ’. 

“ We also find terms expressive of words (verbal texts) being spoken of 
along with the verb ‘ gdyati \ in such expressions as ‘ Qdthdm gdyati ’ (‘ sings 
a song’), ‘ pa 1 /o^i ’(‘ sings a verse ’).” 

True i but the constmction of the words has to be altered ; what the 
expression means is ‘ Embellishes the verse with singing ’ (‘ gdnena rcham 
samskaroti ’) ; because the ordinary construction, as it stands — ^whioh would 
be 'gdnena karoti rcham ^ (as "gdyati"' means ‘ gdnam Aorofi ’)— would be 
absurd. — Hence the term ‘ Bathantara ’ should be taken as denoting the 
music. ■ 

For the following reason also the term ‘ BatJvantara ’ should be taken 
as denoting the music. — Because the modificatory embellishment concerned 
is not different frmn others. In the case of the various Sdmans {Bathantara 
and the rest), we find that the words of the verses undergo modifications ; 
for instance (in the singing of the verse), short syllables become long and 
long on.es become short, the ‘ broad ’ , (in accent) becomes ‘ mute ’ and the 
' mute ’ becomes ‘ broad ’ ; and these modifications do not differ from other 
modifications which are of the .nature of emhelUshments ; for instance, by 
the embellishing modification of Threshing the Vrihi corn becomes the 
husked rice and by the emhellishmg modification of Pounding, the rice- 
grains become flour. — ^From ail this it follows that what is denoted by the 
words ■ Rathantara ’ and the like is the embellishment in the form of singing 
{music) of the words (of the verse) ; and it is the transference of this music 
.that is meant by the text {* KdveOigu rathantaram karoti'). 
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StlTRA (14). 

lUETHBE, TH.E ‘ SAMAN ’ (RATHANTAEA AND THE BEST) fg 
POUND EVEN WITHOUT A SUBSTANCE. 



I Further, the Sdman is found even without a substance ; — ^the Sama- 
■ vedms use the term ‘ substaixce ’ (‘ dravya ’) in the sense of verse {Fh ) ; 
hence '‘ without a substance ’ means withota a verse ; thus then, the meaning 
of the SiUra is that, as a matter of fact, the Sdman is found (to he spoketi 
of as) without a verse ; for instance, there is the text — i PrajcipatSrhrdc^am- 
apfdmm gctyati' [‘He sings the Prajdpati-hfdaya without a verse’]; 
here we find that the particular Sdman, ^’Prafdpaii-hrdaya’ by name, is 
Spoken of as appearing (being sung) without a verse ; — if the term ‘ Sdman ’ 
denoted the verse, how could the Prafdpati-hfdaya (which is a Sdman)- 
be without a verse ? If, on the other hand, the term ‘ Sdman ’ stands for 
the music, then, there can be music even without a verse ; and in that case 
it becomes possible to ‘ sing the Prajdpati-hrdaya without a verse — For ^s 
reason also the term ‘ Sdman ’ should be taken as standing for the music. 

Says the Opponent — “ We have already pointed out that if the teim 
‘ Bathantara ’ stands for the embeUishrmnt (music), then its employment 
at any time other than at the performance would be absolutely futile.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Sutra : — 

StiTRA (16). 

Its EMPLOYMENT WOULD BE FOE THE PUEPOSE OF LEAENING IT ; IN 
FACT, IT TAKES DIFFEEENT FOEMS • WITH DIFFEEBNT BASES; 

THE PUEPOSE SEEVED BY THESE IB SUPEEPHYSIOAL, BEING, 

AS . IT IS, A MATTBE OF INSTEUCTION. 



Its employment, at a time other than that of a sacrificial performance, 
wouM he for the purpose of leqmmg it,—\.Q. for learning and practising it. 
With different bases , — that is, the basic things being different, — ^i.e. diverse, — 
it takes different forms ; i.e. the music assximes different forms with the 
varying bases ; and hence it has got to be learnt and practised with each 
individual verse (which is the basis for the Sama-music), for the purpose 
of acquiring efficiency and expeditiousness at the time of actual sacrificial 
performance ; — ^it is like the case ci the Bhumirathika (ground-charioteef ) ; 
just as the ground-charioteer draws the figure of the chariot on the ground 
and carries on his practice (by means of drawings) and this exercise and 
practice come useful to him at the time of the actual performance. 

As regards the purpose aerv^. by these, Bathantara and other Sdmans, it 
is superphysical , — ^it cannot be seen in: th© ordinary world, like the purpose 
that is served by Threshmy ahd^ embel l is hi ng acts. — Why so ?— 
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Because it is a nuxiter of instruction ; i,e. it is only taught as between the 
Teacher and his pupil — ^that such and such music is called ‘ Bathantara ' , 
and it is found to be nothing visible in the ordinary world. 

Thus it is found that the objection, that “ it is employed at a time 
other than that of a sacrificial performance ”, has no force at all. 

Another argument has been urged on the basis of the difference of 
names {among the various Sdmans, ‘ Bathantara \ ‘ Brhat etc,).— The answer 
to this is given in the following Sutra :• — 

SUTRA (16). 

Particttlar names are applied to it (the music), by reason of the 

DIFFERENCE IN THE MODULATIONS. 

Bhdsya. 

Though the embellishment is one only, in the form of ‘ music ’ , 
there Vould be particiilar names applied to it — why ? — hy reason of the 
difference in the modulaHons ; though as music, it is one and the same in 
all cases, yet there are preouliarities : and it is on the basis of these pecu- 
liaritifes that there are d liferent names ; such as ' Asd/ritaha ’, ‘ Va/rdhamanaha ’ 
and so forth ; as a matter of fact, the music known as ‘ Asdritaha ’ has 
peculiarities which are distinct from the peculiarities of the music known 
as ‘ Va/rdJiamdnaka ' : similarly in the case cited by the Purvapah^in, the 
peculiarities of the music known as ‘ Bathantara ’ are distinct from the 
peculiarities of the music known as ‘ Brhat \ It is on this grotmd that 
there are different names. 

SUTRA (17). 

Then again, verses that form the ‘ base ’ (‘ yoni ’ or the Saman) 

AND ARE SPOKEN OF AS ‘ TO BE RECITED ’ (SHASYA) ARE 
ENJOINED EQUALLY WITH OTHERS. 

BJidfya. 

‘ ‘ Yonishasyd ’ means that which is ‘ yoni ’ (base of a Saman) and also 

‘ shasyd ’ (spoken of as to be recited) ; and what is meant is that those verses 
that are ‘ yoni and shasyd * are enjoined equally with those others that are 
not yoni ’ and are yet ‘ shasyd ’ — ^in the following texts — ‘ Ydmydh shamsati ’ 
(* Recites the verses sacred to Fawno'), ^ Shdpwistavatim shamsati’’ (‘Recites 
the verse containing the word ‘ Shipivista ’) ; — Pn these two texts, two verses 
are spoken of as to be ‘ recited ’, shasyd, which are not the ‘ base ’ of any 
Saman], Bathantarasya yonimanushamsati ’ (‘ Recites the verse which is 
the base of the Bathantara-Sdman ‘ Brhato yonimanushamsati ’ (‘ Recites 
the verse which is the base of the Brhat-Sdman) ; — [In these two latter texts, 
^ we have two verses spoken of as to be recited, ‘ shasyd which are also the 
‘ base ’ of a Sdman ], — “ In what respect are these two sets equal s ” — ^They 
are. equal in this sense that both have been spoken of by means of the word 
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’■ shamsaM,^ {‘recites’). There are two words ^ staiiti' axkd.^ skamsati’’ 
which, though equally expressiag the act of eulogising, have yet their 
exact spheres strictly Kmited j that the tCTm ‘ atowii ’ is applied to cases 
where the Manim-ieasfs are sur^g, while the term shamsati' is applied to 
cases where the texts are not sung ; that such is the restricted meaning of 
these terms is clear from the texts — (a) ‘ Pra-u-gam shamsati (6) ‘ Nislcai- 
valyam shamsati and (c) ‘ Ajyaih stumte % (d) ‘ Prsthaih stuvate ’ [the 
Mantras mentioned in (a) and (6) are to be recited, and those mentioned 
in (c) and (d) are to be sungl. — Thus then, inasmuch as in the text quoted 
above, the base of the Rathantara has been mentioned along with the verb 
■‘‘ shamsati \ it clearly shows that that base is not sung now it is only if 
tloB Rathantara itself were music that an unsung verse could be its ‘ base ’ ; 
otherwise (i.e. if the ‘ Rathantara ’ meant the verse, then) no verse could be 
spoken of ag * the base of RaiharOara — ^From all this it follows that the 
name ‘ Soman ’ applies to the music. 

SUTRA (18). 

EuBTHEE, ■ THE ‘ SaMAK ’ IS EOIIED MENTIONED EVEN IN CONNECTION 
■WITH •WHAT IS NOT ITS ‘ BASE ’ ; AND IT IS ALSO EOTJNl) 
MENTIONED IN CONNECTION WITH A ‘ BASE ’ DIEFEBENT 
IN CHAEAOTEE FROM ITS BEAL ‘ BASE 

Bhd^a. 

{a) In the following text, the Soman is found to be mentioned in 
connection with a verse which is not its ‘ base ’ — ‘ Sthalyam saktvavadhlyate 
itydhuryat hrhad gdyabngu hri/yate api chaindm lufati na cha asyam sam- 
bhavati ’ ; — ^here we find the Bfhat-Sdman mentioned as being sung over a 
verse in the Odyatri-metre (and deprecated) j — as a matter of fact, the ‘base ’ 
of ^e BrhatSdman must be a verse in the Brhcai-metre ; — :now if the term 
‘ Sdmcm ’ stood for the verse, then there would be no possibility of the 
Brhat-Sdman (which ex-hypoihesi would be the same as the verse in the 
Brhati-metre) to be sung over a verse in the Odyatri-metre [and hence the 
deprecation of it would be meaningless] ; — on the other hand, if the term 
‘ Soman ’ stands for the music, then it would be possible for the Brhat- 
music to be sung over the verse in the Odyatri-metre ; and hence a reference 
to it in the text quoted, — in the words ‘ yadhhfhat gayatnm kriyats‘,— 
becomes quite intelligible. 

(ft) Similarly, the following text shows that the Sdman is used also in 
connection with a ‘ base ’ which is difierent in character from its own 
‘ base ’ — ‘ Yo vai vichchhandasi sdmohaM sa fcham samshrnMi sdma va 
viUkhati sdma samshrmdti fcham viUkhati ’ If one modifies Sdman to 
fit a wrong metre, he destroys the. verse and mins the Scman, or destroys the 
Sdman and ruins the verse ’] ; — what this means is that when a Sdman is 
sung with a wrong metre, there most, in. course of the adaptation, be some 
modifications made either in the music or in. the words of the text ; in these 
modifications, as between the musig and the verse, that which is ‘ reduced * 
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is said to be ‘mined and that which is ‘increased ’ is said to be 
‘ destroyed ’. All this would be possible only if the term ‘ ’ stood 

for the wtfsic, and not if it stood for the verse. The ‘modifying’ also 
spoken of in connection with the Soman would be possible only in the music, 
nevei’ in tihe text of the verse. If the term ‘ Sdman'' stood for the verse, 
then it would always have to be read as in the text of the Veda, and there 
could be no ‘ modification’ of it.— For this reason also the term ‘ Sdman ’ 
must be taken as standing for the mime, 

SUTRA (19). 

[Objeuttion against Su. 16] — “ Whbif the base jb one only, 

THEBE CANNOT BE A DIVBESITY OF FORMS ”, — IF THIS IS 
tjroed [then the answer is as in the next Sutra]. 

Bhd^ya. 

It has been argued (under Su. 16) that ‘ its employment is for the 
purpose of learning it’. Against this the following objection is urged; — 
“ When the base is one only, there cannot be a diversity of forms ; the Rcdharn- 
tara-music m a thing different from the Bfhat-mvsic so that. when the 
Rathantara-music is learnt, the Byhat-music remains unlearnt ; hence it is 
only right that after the Rathantara-music has been learnt, the Srhat- 
music should be used (suug) even at a time other than that at which. a 
performance is going on, for the purpose of being learnt, — ^But the Ratham- 
tara-music by itself - is a single thing ; and when one has learnt its use in 
connection with its base, there can be no need for learning th© same music 
in connection with the subsequent verses. And at any time other than that 
of the performance, there can be no propriety in using the said music which 
is only an embellishing factor (and can be of use only during a performance), 
—T-Frorn all tbis it follows that the term ‘ Sdman ’ does not stand for the 
embellishment (in the shape of music). ''' 

* The answer to this objection is given in the following Sutra : — 

SUTRA (20). 

It should be there also ; because it would not have been accom- 
plished IN OONNBOnON WITH OTHER THINGS ; AS IN THE CASE 

OF ‘ Cooking 

■ Bhasya. ' 

There would be a diversity of forms in the case cited also. — “ Why 
so ? ” — Because it would not ham been aceomptished in connection with other 
things ; — ^i.e. in connection with, other verses ; as the ‘ base ’ would be 
different; — as in the case of cooking'. Just as there is a single object 
‘ Cooking ’ by name, yet it assumes diverse forms in connection with 
diverse , things ; for instance, the * Cooking ’ of rice is of one kind, while 
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that of Wiolosses is of a totally diflEerent kind; so that the man who has 
learnt the cooking of rice cannot know how to cook molasses, unless he 
learns it.— Thns it is only right that even in the case cited the music should 
be used even at times other than that of a performance. 

SUTRA (21). 

Thebe is ooMPATiBiLiTy also of the words. 

Bhdsya. 

In the manner explained above, compatibility is secured among the 
terms denoting the Sdman, and those denoting the verse ; for instance, 
in the text ‘ Kavati^u raAaniaram gdyaii the term ‘ Kavati ’ stands for ' 
the verses, and the term ‘ Rathantara ^ stands for the Sdman (music) ; other- 
wise (under any other view) either the term ‘ Kavati ’ would have to be 
taken as indirectly indicating place,— or the term ‘ Baihantara ’ as mdheotly 
indio&tbxg the characteristic details. 

From aU this it follows that the term \Sdmcm' {Ratkantara, etc.) 
stands for the mttsto. 


End of Pdda u of Adhy&ya VTI. 


ADHYAYA VII. 

PADA ni. 


Adhikarai^a (I) ; Names like Agnihotra^ are indicators 
of the ^transference^ of details. 

SUTRA (1). 

It has bebh bxpiainbd that the term is the hame of an action ; 

WHEN IT OOCHBS ELSEWHESE, IT SHOtTLD BE TAKEN AS 
INDIOATINO THE ‘ EXTENDED APPLICATION ’ OF 
ACCESSORY DETAILS. 



It was declared in the begmning of the Adhydya %h&t we would explain 
later on instances of the ‘ transference of details by means of Hames ’ ; 
this is what is going to be explamed now. 

In connection with the Kw^dapaymamayaria, we read — ^ Mdsmagni- 
hotrcm jvhoti ’ He offers the AgnUmra for a month ’] ; anH it has been 
found (undOT 2. 3. 24) that Idiis M<mMy~Agm^k(>tm is distinct from the 
compulsory Daily Agmhotra. Now we are going to consider the presence 
of the term " Agnihoi^a^ in the text quoted. — ^For what purpose has it been 
used here ? — On this point we proceed with the statement of the Siddhcmta 

view : — It has been explained that the term is the name of cm action, when U 

ODcms elsewhere, it should be taken as indicating the ‘ esOended appUccttidn ' 
of accessory details. It has been explamed that the term ‘ Agmhotra ’ is the 
name of an action, — ^at the very outset, imder Su.* 1. 4. 4, ‘ There is another 

■injunction of that accessory ’ when the said Urm occ/urs elsewhere ^i.e. in 

connection with BLoma offered at the Km^payihamcvycma, — ^it should be 
taken as indicating the ‘extended application’ of details ; i.e. the details 
of the Daily Agnihotra should be understood to be ‘ transferred ’ to the 
Monthly Agiwhotra throraghth^ name ‘ Agnihotra — ^Why so ? — The explana- 
tion of this is that here we have the .name of one act applied to another 
act ; and when the name of one thing is applied to another, it implies the 
similarity of the former to the latter }--4n a case where such similarity ii 5 
already known, there is mere reference ; as in the case of the expreskon 
‘ Devadatta is a lion ’ [where the qualities of the lion are already kno'wn to 
be present in the man] ; but in cases where it is not already known, it is 
taken as enjoined (predicated) - ip i*he expression ‘Make lions of this 
flour ’ [where the making of the similar to the lion is enjoined]. In 
the case in question, the fact of ||er Monthly-Homa being similar to the 
Daily Agnihotra is not already fcno^ ; and hence it is this similarity that 
is taken to be enjoined in the sentence " He offers the Agnihotra for a mouth ’, 
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—which means that this monthly offering is to be made in the same manner 

as the I)cw% J,grmfej«ra, 

Qtmtion --'' text has been construed to meali that ‘ the MoniM?/ 
Agnikoira is like the Daily AgniMotra ’ ; but] the aifix ‘ vati \ denotiag likeness, 
not being there, whence can this notion of likeness be derived ? ” 

Answer— It is deduced from association ; the term ‘ Agnihotra ’ is related 
to a sacrifice, and it can indicate the details associated with that sacrifice, 
such as milking of the cow and the rest; and when it can indicate these, 
it can also extend their application; so that even without the ‘ vcUi' -affix 
(denoting likeness), the idea in question can be got at. 

SUTRA (2). 

[PffRVAPAK^ni’s OBJECTION TO SiDDHANTA] — “ In REALITY, BOTH (THE 
SACRIFICES) SHOULD BE REGARDED AS INDEPENDENT ; AS 
BOTH ARB EQUALLY ENTITLED (TO THE NAME).” 

Eha^ya. 

The two particles ‘ vd ’ and ‘ api ’ have been put in the reverse order ; 
the usual phrase is ‘ a^i vd\ 

“ In reality, both th^ sacrifices should be regarded as independent, — 
and the Soma of the Kw)4o^d,yiridmayana should not be regarded as 
preceded by (dependent upon) the Homa of the Daily Agnihotra ; it is 
only the name that is common to them; — “Why so ? ” — ^Because both are 
equally entitled to the name ; i.e. the Homa of the Kun^ktpdyindmafyana 
also is entitled to the name ‘ Agnihotra ’ ; — just as in coimeotion with the 
Daily Agmhotra, there are the words ‘ AgrMoiram juhoti so also are these 
same words present in the text laying down the MontMy Agnihotra (‘ Mdsam 
Agnikotram juhoti ’) ; tfae name thus being present in connection with both 
saCTifices, there is no ground for making any such discrimination as that 
the name (‘Agnihotra’) applies to thsi Daily, and not to the MonMy, 
sacrifice. Thus the' name must be taken as common to both, and hence 
the name cannot -be made a groimd for the ‘ transference ’ of the details 
{oi iAm Dedly Agnihotra, to the MorsMy Agrvihotira)” 

. SUTRA (3). 

{The Siddhdntin’s R ^ ly ] — But the name is inborn. 

Bhd^a. 

The relationship between the Name and the Named is inborn ; so that 
a name should be always taken as applying to that thing alone to which 
its relationship is known to be mbom,-^nd not to any other thing also ; 
because, if it did apply to both, th^, there would be no fixity of denotation, 
and hence no confidence in thel signification of words ; it has been declared 
alr^dy that ‘it is not right that'a yord should have more than one 
meaning ’. When the name Agnih^ f) therefore cannot apply to both 

■"38 'u'-- ’ 
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aacriaces, it has to be takea as denoting the Daily Agnihotra, and as 
appKed to the other for the purpose of asserting its likeness to that 
Agnihotra -, thus there is no reason for taking the name as directly denoting 
the Monthly sacriace. Consequently the name should be taken as indicating ■' 
the ‘ transference ’ of the detaOs (from the Daily, to the Monthly, sacriace). 

Says the Opponent — •“ But why should you say that the name of the 
Daily Agnihotra has been applied to the Monthly Agnihotra, and not that 
the name of the Monthly Agnihotra has ‘been apphed to the Daily 
Agnihotra ? ” 

In answer to this, we have the following Sutra — 

SUTRA (4). 

By reason oe the perceptible presence oe accessory details (in 

CONNECTION WITH THE UaILY SaCRIEIOB), THE NAME (AS 
APPLIED TO THE MONTHLY SaOBIEICE) SHOULD BE TAKEN 
AS INDICATING THE PEBEOBAIANCE OE THESE DETAILS ; 

IN THE ABSENCE OE THESE DETAILS, THE NAME 
WOULD NOT BE UNDERSTOOD. 

Bhdsya. 

In the Daily Agnihotra, the presence of the accessory details is per- 
ceptible i i.e. we and the accessory details laid down directly in connection 
with it ; such as— ‘ the milking of the cow is to be done in this way, — ^the 
mUk is to be boded in this way, — ^the rice is to be cooked in this way, — ^the 
fuel used at the Agnnholra should be AAcwitra,— the oblations should be 
off ered in this way ’, and so on.— Ikom this perceptible presence of ax^xssory 
deiails, it follows that the name really applies to the Daily Agnihotra, and 
when it is used in connection with the Monthly sacrihee, it must be regarded 
as indicating the performance of the said milking of the cow and other, detads ; 
i.e. as indicating the ‘ transference ’ of those details. — As for the Monthly 
Agmhotra, there are no accessory details laid down in connection with it ; 
and in the absence of such details, the name would not be understood ; i.e. 
it could not be understood why the name ‘ Agnihotra ’ had been applied 
to the sacrifice. 

Or, the Sutra may be explained as follows — The presence of accessories 
is perceptible ; i.e. in the Daily Agnihotra, the Material and the Deity are 
directly laid down — ‘ Offers the oblation of curds ‘ Offers the oblation of 
milk ‘ Offers an, oblation to Agnl. and to Prajdpati in the evening ’. — ^From 
this perceptible presence of accessories, the term should be regarded as the 
name of a sacrifice, the name of an act j — the sense being that ‘ the Homa 
offered in this manner is named Agnihotra \ As for the other Hrnna (the 
Monthly one), its accessories are not lai<f down-; and in the absence of such 
accessories, it would remain unknown ; i.e. it could not be known what 
sort of Agnihotra it was. — “ The Month would be the form of that Agnihotra 
— ^The Month cannot be a part of the action ; it is a property pertaining to the 
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performer. — Further, what the sentence in. question, does is to lay down vxio 
‘ Agnihotra ’ in reference to the ‘ month’ ; and not to represent the Agnihotra 
by- the Month. * ' 

From all this it follows that ‘ Agnihotra ’ is the name of the Daily 
Agnihotra, and the name as applied to the other, (the Monthly sacrifice) 
only serves to ‘ transfer ’ the likeness of the Daily sacrifice to the Monthly one. 


iQtiesiiow— “ Is this then the universal rule — that whenever the name 
of an action is applied to another, it transfer to the latter the accessory 
details of the former ? ” 

Amwer — ^That is oOTtainly the principle hitherto arrived at. 

As against the said universal rule (as an exception to it) we have the 
following AoUhihara^. 


Adhikarana (2) : The name ^ Prdyanlya^ does not indicate 
the ‘transference’’ of details^ 

SUTRA (6). 

But in the case of the Satra-sacripige, the bbclaration 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS SERVINO THE PURPOSE OF 
EXPRESSING A QUALITY. 


Bhdaya. 


In connection with the Gavdmayana we read — ‘ Vaishvdnaro jyotiatomah 
prdym^^am aharhhmati ; {where the first day of the Gavdmayana is called 
‘ Prdyca^a ’] ; — at the Dvddashdha also, the first ‘ day ’ is called ‘ Prdyan,tya 
as declared in the text — ^ Pray andoyo'tirdtr ah’. These two sacrifices spoken 
of as ‘ Prdyanlya ’ must be taken as distinct from one another, on the same 
principle of 2. 3. 24, as that which proved (in the last Adhikarana) the 
two Agnihotras to be distinct. — But in the present case, even though the 
name ‘ prayamya ’ has been appHed to the second sacrifice, it does not 
indicate the ‘ transference ’ of the details of the first, to the second, sacrifice. 
— ^\yhat then is it ? — ^The declaration serves the purpose of signifying a 
quality . — ^How so ? — ^It has bem explained (in the foregoing Adhikarano.) 
that it is by indirect figurative indication that a Name indicates the trans- 
ference of details ; — but such indirect indication can be admitted only 
when the direct denotation of the words is not admissible ; — in the present 
instance, however, it is only the diyeot denotation that is admissible ; whereby 
the word denotes a quality ; and |i^ce by reason of the presence of the 
quality in the shape of the ac^osn^ the name applies to the sacrifice by 
direct denotation ; the name '' pt^ai^Myk* denoting ‘that with which they 


of the jSfflKfra begitts.--rThe supplementary declaration also indicates the same 
meaning of the naihe- — ‘ He places the Jyotia first — ^the sense being that 
‘ since Jyoti§ is Prayaiwya, therefore, Jyotia is made the first ’ ; this is the 
sense of the sentence ‘ he places the Jyotia first — ^From this it follows 
that in the present case there is no indication of ‘ Transference ’ by the Name. 

[The term ‘ prSyanHya ’ denotes tfte first ; — ^both the sacrifices in question are 
equally entitled to being called ‘the first ’ ; hence this case is not analogous to 
that of the two ‘ Agnihotraa where, by- reason of the presence of details in connec- 
tion with the DaMy Agrdhotra only, the Monthly Agnihotra had to be taken as 
entitled to the name ‘ Aynihotra ’ only indirectly. Hence in the present case, the 
application of the name ‘ PrSyamya ’ to one act does not mean the transference 
of that act to the other act, which also is named ‘ Prayamya ’.] 




Adhikabaija (S) : The, presence of the term ‘ Sarvaprstha ^ 
indicates the ‘ transference ’ of all the six 
*Prsthas\ 


SCTRA (6). 


[POltVAPAE!§A]— “ WHBlSr THE VlSHVAJlT . SAOBHIOE 18 SPOKBE OE AS 
‘ SaBVAPB§THA "WHAT IT STANDS FOB ARE THE ‘ PKJj'piAS ’ 
OONNBOTED WITH THE JyOTI§TOMA ; BECAUSE THE 
ViSHVAJIT IS PBEOBDED BY IT, THE TBBM ‘ ’ 

IS APPUOABLB (TO THEM).” 


There is the tes;t — ‘ ViahvajU aarmpr^iho bhavati ’ [‘ The ViahmjU 
sacrifice is Sarvaprspha, i;e. having all the Pfstha-hymm 

In regard to this, we proceed to consider the question — ^Is this a mere 
Reference ? or an Injunction ? 

The Purvapaksa view on this question is as follows : — “ It is a mere 
reference, — Why so ? — It is only that which is without ‘ aU the Prafhaa ‘ 
in connection with which ‘ all the Prsthas ’ could be enjoined ; that which 
already has ‘ all the Prathas what would be the use of enjoining the same 
with' regard to that ? — Aa a matter of fact, the Viehyajit already has ‘ all the 
Pr^thm — ^How so ^—-Became the Vishvajit is preceded by because 

it is preceded by the Jyotistoma, — ^the Hymns of the JyoHaiorm become 
admissible into the Vishvajit ; and among them are the four hymns, Mahendra 
and the rest ; — ^these are the ‘ all ’ fCr this sacrifice, which, by reason of 
these Hymns, becomes ^ Sarvapretha ’ (‘having all the Pf«.«fto-hymns ’). — 

‘ But these hymns are not PT8thas\ — The answer to that is that the term 
" pretha ’ is applicable to them ; i,e. as a matter of fact, the term " pratha ’ 
has been applied to the said hymns in the text ‘ There are seventeen Prepha 
hymns’. — ^From all this it follows that, the text in question is a mere 
reference.'" 

[What the Purvapaksa meai^.is.ihat, (1) Ihe four Stotraa connected with the 
Jyotistoma are admissible into FwifcvqjTtV; — (2) the name ‘prstha' has been 

appUed to those hymns ; — (3) henoeii| ^^^eady a sacrifice ‘with all pr»phas ’ ; — 
(4) what is already known' to be adnfi^ible need not be enjoined ; — (6) hence when 
the name ‘ aarvaprstha ’ is apphedliitjp'HitM . ^i^hvajit, it can be taken only as 
referring to the four hymns that opm? i| by virtue of the general law that ‘ the 
Ectype {Vishvajit) is to, be performeci l^asita Archetype {Jyotispoma) ’.] 
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StJTRA (7). 

[Siddhanta]— They SHocnLD comb eeom the ‘ Sadaha ’ sacrifice ; 

AS IT IS IN CONNECTION WITH THAT THAT THEBE ARE 
IN JUNCTIONS (of Pi^THAS), 

BMsya. 

The text in question, cannot be a reference.- — What is it then ?— It shoiiid 
be taken as an Injunction; a mere reference, not prompting any activity, 
would be useless. — ^Then again, in connection with the Jyotistoma, there 
are not several Pfsthas to which the term (‘ Sarvaprstha m. the text in question) 
could be a reference ; — ^in connection with the ^a^aha sacrifice, however, 
there are several Pf§thaa ; as it is. in connection voiih that (the §!adaha sacrifice) 
that there' are Injunctions, — «aQh ks ‘Prom among the Prsthas, there is the 
Bathantara Prspha and so forth. — ^Por these reasons the name (‘ Sarva- 
prstha appearing in connection with the Vishvajit) should be taken as an 
Injunction, laying down the ‘ transference ’ (of the details of the ^adaha 
sacrifice). 

SUTEA (8). 

Also hegahse of mi indicative text. 


The Soilowaag indiaafere text points to ihe kaane eoinelusion — ‘ PcmtmS/ne 
ra&antar(»n karoti, arthave brhat, madkye itarani ; vairupam hatuh^m., 
vamajam maitravarunasya, raivatam brahmca^chchhamsiriah, shdkvaram- 
ctchchhdvdkaaya' ,[(1) ‘At the Pavamdna, h© sings the Bathantara ; (2) at the 
Jjdihava, the Brhat ; in the middle, the others ; (3^ the Vairiipa is the Soman 
of the Ho«r-priest, (4) the Vairdja is that of the Maiirdvaruna; {5) the 
Raivata is that of the Brahmai^dchchhamsin, and (6) the Shakvara is of the 
Achchkavaka ’] ; — this text which lays down the assignment of the Sdmcms 
pl^rly indicates the Prstha-hymns. pertaining to the ^’'ada^a-sacrifiee [at 
which, on each of the six days, they sing each of the following Prsthas — ^(1) 
Bathantara, (2) Bfhat, (3) Vairupa, (4) Vairdja, (6) Shakvara and (0) 
Raivata , — exactly the same and in the same order as those mentioned in 
the text just quoted], 

' , StT|A^ (9]/, 

The name ‘Pr^tha’ used :In • ooWnection with the Jyotistoma is 
APPLIED to the hymns AFTER THEY HAVE COME INTO EXISTENCE 

‘ .'j|'n6t‘. ’‘Inborn’], ' ■, 


It has been argued by the Purvapaksin that ‘ the tefm prsfha is applicable 
i_ to the hymns recited at the Jyotistoma — Our answer to this is that this 
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name ‘pretha' (as applied to the hyrons connected with the Jyotiatoma) 
is not ‘inborn’ [i.e. its relationship to the said hyrmis is not inborn, 
eternal}-, when the hymns are spoken as ‘these Prs^has % this na mA k 
applied to them after they have come into existence [and is purely 
adventitious, circumstantial) ; thk naming of them would be justifiable 
only if they were already known by that name; but as a matter of fact, 
they are not known by that name.— * Why then are they referred to by that 
name (in connection with the Jyotiatoma) ? ” — ^That is due to the presence 
(at the Jyotistoma) of an indicative (of that name), in the shape of the 
Mdhendra-hymn, which also happens to be a PrstJia. — On the other hand, 
the fact of the hymns connected with the §adaha being Prsfhas is well 
known; because there are injunctions to that effect, as already explained 
(under Su. 7) ; consequently, if the name ‘ prstha* in the text in question 
is taken as standing for the Prsphaa of the ^adaha sacrifice, the direct 
denotation of the term ' prstha'* becomes accepted; while in the other 
case (if taken as standing for the hymns of the Jyotiatoma), it would have 
to be taken in an indirect figurative sense. — ^From all this it follows that 
the text indicates the ‘ transference ’ of the Prathaa connected with the 
8a4ciha. 


SUTRA (10). 

[Of^ection] — “ There is estjenotion oe tw.o (only) ” — ^if this is 
URGED [the answer would be as in the following 
Sutra], 



“ If your view is that the text m question contains the injunction of 
the Prathaa connected with the — ^that cannot be right ; — ^why ? — 

because the term ‘ sarvapratha ’ (if it k an Injimction) has to be taken as 
conskting of two parts, — ^it should enjoin the Prathaa, as ako the fact of 
their being ‘ aU ’. — ‘ That may be so ; what is there wrong in that ? ’ — ^The 
, wrong, we say, is that it is impossible; if the term ‘prsffta’ enjoins the 
Prathas, then it cannot be qualified by the term ‘Sarva* (‘all’); if the 
term ‘ pratha ’ were taken as a mere reference, then the said qualification 
would be possible ; but the Prathaa 'would remain unenjoined ; but wlnle 
the Prathaa are not there, how could thek ‘ being all ’ be enjoined ? So 
that both the injunctions are impossible, — ^What is possible however is to 
take the text ‘ Sarvapratho hhavati] Rs enjoining the ‘ being aU’ as relating 
to the Brhat and Bathania/ra which l^ve been enjoined and are therefore 
admissible ; the meaning of the injupotion (of ‘ being all ’) being that both, 
the. Brhal as well as the Bathantar4t i&3;& to be used, and not only one. This 
interpretation is not open to. , tlie objection pointed out above. Hence 
the text should be taken as opjoinmig- these two {Brhat and Bathanlara)'' 





Adhikabana (4) : The name * amhhriha * indicates the 
‘'transference^ of all details connected with the 
^ Soma\ 

SUTRA (12). 

SmILAKLY the ‘ AvABHBTHA ’ TRAHSIEBS THE DETAILS 

FBOM THE ‘ Soma 
Bhasya. 

In connection with the Vartvnapraghma, we read — ‘ Vdrunya yiAshdsma 



tmcUshdkdvabhfiham yatUi^ [‘ They proceed to the Avabhrtha with the 
^3m4trings of tiie curdled milk and with the huaks ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question — ^Does the text enjoin, in 
regard to the- Varupapra^hdsa, the Hmks and the Curdled-rnilk-smearinys 
in connection with the Water-aprinkling (in all directions) which is done at 
the Daraha-Punyamdsa [and which therefore is to be done also at the 
Varwyipraghdsa, which is an ectype of the Darahu-Pur^amdsa] ? Or does 
it indicate the * transference ’ (to the Varuryapraghasa) of the details of the 
Avabhrtha connected with the Soma 1 . ■ 

On this question, the PUrvapakaa view is as follows : — “ The text 
should be taken as laying down the details m reference to the Water- 
aprirnkUng connected with the Daraha-Punpimdsa ; as this we presume to be 
the notion that arises from the proximity — ^this connection with the details 
of the Darahapurnamdsa being in close proximity (to the Varu^praghdaa) 
by virtue of the general law (that ‘ the ectype is to be performed like the 
archetype’). — ‘But this would not be Avablvrtha (which is what the text 
speaks of — avabhrihom ycmti) \ — The answer to this is that the term 
‘ avabhrtha ’ does appear in connection with the Dcm'aha-Pwrtw/mdaa also,-*“ 
in the text ^ Esa va* daa-ahapw^mdaayoravablvrtiiah ' This is the Avobfurtha 
at the Daraha-Purt}amdaa 

In answer to this Purvapakaa, we have the following SiddJidnta : — 
Simhhu-hf tlhe Avabhrtha tramfers the detadla from the Soma ; i.e. just as the 
Prsthas are ‘ transferred ’ from the so in the present case 

the details are transferred from the Avabhrtha related to the Soma. — " How 
so ? — ^The grounds for this have already been explained under Su. 7. 3. 1. 

above." ■■"■■■ 

SUTRA (13). 

[Odjeaion] — •* The details should come from the original 
Archetype (Darsha-PO&namasa)”, — ^if this is urged [then 
the answer is as in the following Sutra]. 


SBEASAEA-BHi^YA : 
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an injunction of accessories in reference to the AvabhTtha connected with 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa ;■ — what is the answer to that ? ” 

This AS^iifra is intended to be introductory to what follows in the next 
Sutra. * 

StJTRA (14). 

That cannot be ; as (in connection with the Dabsha-PCenamasA; 

THE MENTION OE THE ‘ AvABHETHA ’) COULD BE ONLY EIGHBATTVE. 

Bhdsya. 

What has been suggested cannot be right. — ^Why ? — Because there is 
no Avabhrtha at the Darsha-Purinmnaaa. — “ But we find the text ‘ Sea- vai 
daraha-purrMrndsayoravahJM’thah'' — -True, there is this text; but that 
does not impart the character of ‘ avabhrtha ’ to what has been spoken of.— 
“ Why ? ” — ^The explanation is as follows — Of the sentence ‘ Ssa vai darsha- 
punj.ain&sayoravabhTthah \ two interpretations are possible : (1) it may be 
taken as laying down the connection, with Darsha-Purnamdaa, of a thing 
which has been recognised as having tho character of ‘ Avabhrtha ’ ; — ^just as? 
when it is said that ‘ Devadatta is Yajriadcitta's son what is expressed is 
the relationship to Taynadatta, of Devadatta who has been recognised as 
having the character of ‘ son ’ ; — or (2) it may be taken as asserting the 
character of ‘ Avabhrtha ’ in a thing which is recognised as being connected 
with the Darsha'Purt^cmasa, but is hot recognised as having the character 
of ‘ Avabhftha ’ ;• — ^just as, when it is said that- ‘ This mango is Yajhadatta'a 
son’, what is asserted is the character of ‘son’ (i.e. being dear) in the 
mango whose relationship to Yajmdatta is already recognised. — Now, in the 
case in question, the connection of Water •sprinkling with the Daraha - 
Purncmdaa is already known through the ‘ Context ’, — ^what is not recognised 
is its having the character of ’’ Avabhrtha ^ \ hence what the text asserts is 
this character ei A Avabhftha '* in the Water-sprinhling ; but it does not 
actually become Avabhrtha. — “ This Water -sprinhUng also may be Avabhrtha— 
[what is the. harm ?]” — ^That cannot be right ; because it is not reasonable 
for one term to have more than one denotation. — “ How then is the word used 
(in cormection with the Water-sprinkling) ? ” — Such iise is due to similarity 
(between Water-sprinhling and Avabhrtha)> — “ What similarity ? ’’ — ^There 
is the similarity that both are connected with Water ; on which basis the 
Water-sprinhling has been eulogised as ‘ this is Avdbhiha itself ’ ; just as 
(in the sentence ‘ This mango is Yajfiadatta’s son’) the mango is eulogised 
as son For all these reasons, the conclusion is that ,in reality thOTO is 
no Avabhrtha at the Darsha-Pdrncmasa ; and hence the text in question 
cannot be taken as laying down accessory details. 

StTBA (15). 

Also beoafsb we bind indicative texts. 

Bhdsya. 

The above conclusion is also supported by an indicative text. — “ What 
is that indicative text ? ’* — ^It is^this — ' Nayurddm juhoii, na sdma gdyati. 




na vd gamarMnutntram japati^ [‘He does not offer the Aynrda-oblation. ; 
he does not sing the Sdman; he does not recite the {rawanamanim ; — 
here we have the denial of the details related to the jS'omai which indicates 
the possible admissibility of those details. — From all this it follows that the 
text indicates the ‘ transference ’ of the details of the Avabhrtha connected 
with Boma. 


ADHiKARAisrA (5) : The material used at the Ambhriha of 
the Varurmpraghasa sacrifice should he ‘ HusJcs and 
Gurdled-Milh-Smearings \ 

StJTEA. (16). 

When a pabtiouiab substance has been enjoined, that same 

SUBSTANCE SHOULD BE USED, — ^BECAUSE THERE IS THE DECLARA- 
TION TO THAT BEEECT ; IE NO SUBSTANCE HAD BEEN 
ENJOINED, THEN ALONE COULD THE OaKE BE USED, ON 
THE GROUND OE TPS HAVING THE ‘ HUSKS ’ 

EOR ITS ORIGINAL SOURCE. 

Bhd§ya. 

It has been explained (in the foregoing Adhikarana) that the Avabhrtha 
at the Vctrui^apraghdaa saerifioes takes in the details of the Avabhrtha at the 
Soma. — ^In regard to this, we proceed to consider the following question — At 
this sacrifice (Avabhptha of Varmiapraghdsa), what is the substance to be 
used f Is it the Cake ? Or ‘ Husks ’ and ‘ Ourdled-Milk-Smearings ’ ? 

On this question, the Purvapak§a view is as follows : — “ It is the Oake 
that should be used. — ^Why ? — ^Because the Cake comes into it through 
‘ transference ’ based upon the name (‘ Avahhrtha which transfers the 
details of the Avabhrtha of the. jS^owia, at which latter, Oake is the substance 
used). — ‘But Husks a/nd Ourdledh^Uk-Smearings are the substance directly 
declared ’. — True, that is the subsiance directly declared ; but it is not what 
can be regarded as enjoined ; because what is enjoined is the Avabhrtha — 
in the words ‘ Avabhrthcm yanH' (‘they proceed to the Avabhrtha); under 
the circumstances,, if the sanae sentence, were taken as enjoining the Husks 
and Curdled-MilkrSmearings, — then there would be a syntactical split, — ‘ (a) 
They proceed to the performance of the Avahhrthay — and (6) that with the 
substance Husks and Guo'dled-MUk-Smea^mgs — ‘ For what purpose then 
is the declaration of the Husks and Ourdled-Milk-Smearings ? ’ — ^It is entirely 
useless, having no coimection with the sacrifice at all.” 

' In answer to the above we have the following Siddhdnta :-—When a 
pasiicular s^stance has been mjovn&dt thcd, same substance should he used ; 
that is, in the case in question, a particTilar substance has been enjoined, 
in the text — ‘They proceed . to ' perform the Avabhrtha with Husks and 
Gurdled-Milk-Smearmgs ’ ; — hence the sacrifice should- be one in Which the 
substance used, is Husks and Owdhd-Milk-Simarmgs.-—-^^ Why so ? ” — 
Because there is the dedaraUtm to that effect ; i.e. — the Husks and Ourdled- 
Milk-Smearings is directly declared; while the Oake could come in only 
through inference, by ‘ transference 

“ The Oake also is directly declared, through the name (‘ Avabhrtha ’).” 
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ADHYIYA VII, Pit)A m, ADHIKABANA (5). 

Even, though directly declared, yet (coming in by Transference) it 
comes in only in a general way ; while the Husks and Ourdled>Milk- 
Smearinga come in as specifically mentioned ; and the particular always 
sets aside the general.— Then again, the Cake is only indirectly indicated, 
wlxLle the Husks and Curdled-Milk-Smearings is directly declared ; and as 
between Direct Declaration and Indirect Indication, the acceptance of the 
former is more reasonable. Hence at the seicrifice in question, the sub- 
stance used must be the Husks and Ourdled-Milk-Smearings. 

- It has been argued (by the Purvapaksin) that — “ the Husks and Curdled- 
Milk-Smearings cannot be connected with the Avahhrtha, because, if it 
were, then there would be syntactical split”. — Our answer to that is as 
follows If the Husks and Gurdled-Milk-Smearings Were enjoined apart 
from the Avabhrtha, then there would be syntactical split ; what however is 
actually enjoined is that new type of Avabhrtha at which the stibstance used 
is ^ Husks and Gu/rdUd-Milk-Smearinga so that there is nothing iu- 
cdngruous in the mjunotion of an a# (sacrifice) along with a particular 
accessory detail. If, on the other hand, the Husks and CurdZed-MH^- 
Smearings were not enjoined, then its mention in the text would be entirely 
meaningless. — ^Hence we conclude that at the sacrifice in question the 
substance used must be the Husks and Gurdkd-Milk-Smearings. ' 

If no substance had been enjoined, then alone could the Cake he used, 
on the ground of its having the "Husks' for its original source', i.e. if no 
particular substance had been directly laid down, then alone could the 
Cake be used, by reason of its having the husks for its source ; — as a matter 
of fact, however, a particular substance (JETttsfe, etc.) has been directly laid 
down ; — hence the Cake cannot be used. 


Adhikabai^'a (6) : The term ‘ vaipmm ’ does not indicate^ 
the ‘ transference ’ of the details of the Atithya. 

Bha§ya. 

. (A) In connection with the we read — ‘ Fa&riaw navakapalo 

hftavati ’ ; [‘ The Cake baked upon nine pans is to be dedicated to Visnu ; — 
(B) and in connection with the Ba^asuya, we read — ‘ Purvasmin trisamyu^ti 
mi?^va8trilcapaXafy ’ [‘At the ^previous TrisamyuUa, the Cake baked on 
three pans is dedicated to Visnu’]. 

The question to be considered is this — ^In the sentence ‘ At the Trisam- 
yukta, the Cake baked on three pans is dedicated to Vi^u \ — does,— or does 
not — ^the term ‘ dedicated to Visnu ’ mean the ‘ transference ’ of the details 
of the AtUhya (in connection with which also, the same term, ‘ dedicated to 
Visnu ’ has been used) ? 

The Purmpahsa view is as follows “ The term does mean the trans- 
ference of these details.— Why ? — Whenever a term has been xised in 
connection with a sacrifice of which the details have been prescribed, — if 
that same term is formd used in connection with another sacrifice, whose 
details have not been prescribed, — ^then the indication of that term is that 
the details of the former are to be {ransferred to the latter sacrifice ; — ^this is 
what has been made clear Under 7. 3. 1. In the present case, we find that 
the term ‘ dedicated to Visnu ’ has been used in connection with the 
Atithya, the details of which have been prescribed, — and it is found to be 
used (in B) in connection with the Trimthyuhta sacrifice, of which the details 
are not prescribed ; — Whence it follows that the term indicates the transference 
to this latter, of the details of the former.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — 

SUTRA (17). 

In BSAIJTY, IT IS ONLY THE INJUNCTION OE AN ACCESSORY ; IT COULD 
NOT INCLUDE THE DETAILS, BECAUSE IT IS EQUALLY 
PRESENT (in both). 



The term in question should be taken as enjoining an accessory ; what 
it enjoins is an accessory of the Atithya sacrifice, — in the shape of the 
connection of Visnu as the deity ; hence it cannot include within itself the 
details of that sacrifice. — “ Wliy so ? ” — Because it is equally present in both ; 
i.e. the term is equally there, in connection with the Atithya and the 
Trisamyuhta ; just as it enjoins the deity Vistiu at the Atithya, so it does 
also at the Trisamyuhta ; — and it is only if this direct denotation of the 
term were foimd to be inapplicable that there could be a justification for 
taking the terra as indirectly indicating the transference of the details (of 
the Atithya) ; — hi the present oasd however the direct denotation of the 
term — viz. the injunction of the deity Vi^u,- — is found to be quite com- 
patible ; — 'hence it cannot be taken as indicating the said details. 



ADHiKAEAiyA (7) : . Words like ‘ Nirmanihya ’ are not 
indicative of the ^transference’ of details. 

SUTRA (18). 

The same is the case with tebms like ‘ Niemanthya 
Bka^a. 

(A) In connection with the Agntaomlya Animal, the Nirmanthya Fire 
has been laid down. — (B)' Again, there is a text in connection with the Agni- 
sacrifice, beginning with the words ‘ SMhyd mi devdh\ and ending with 
‘ NirnuiT^hyeri^atakdh pachanti * [‘ They bake the bricks on the Nirmanthya 
Fire ’}-r-[The term ‘ Nirmanthya Fire ’ means ‘ Fire produced by the 
rubbing together of two sticks ’]•— (C) There are two things connected with 
the Darsha-Purndmasa — (1) the Chase, and (2) the Clarified Butter and both of 
these are spoken of also in connection with the Pashu sacrifice, — and with 
certain details — (1) the Ghass, in regard to which there is the detail ‘ Covers 
the Post-hole with Grass’, and (2) the Clarified Butter, in regard to which 
there is the detail ‘ Anoints the Post with Clarified Butter 

Now in regard to this, there arises the -question — Do the words like 
‘ Nirmanthya ’ include (in their denotation) the related details,-— or not ? 

In answer to this question, the conclusion arrived at in the foregoing 
Adhikaraim is extended in its application to the present instance: — The 
same is the case with teams like ‘ Nirmanihya ’ ; that is, just as it has been 
found to be in the case of the term ‘ Vaisriava ’ ; for here also the term 
‘ Nirmanihya ’ is taken in its etymological sense, denoting the 'Fire produced 
at the time of the action by the ‘ nibbing together ’ (‘ manihmva') of two sticks . — 
Similarly the terms "varhis’ (‘Grass’) and 'djya' (‘Clarified Butter’) 
are denotative of substances. — So that All these three have their purposes 
fulfilled by signifying their direct denotations, and as such cannot include 
(extend their denotation to) the details. Hence we conclude that terms 
like these do not include the details in their denotation. 


IIMiKlil 
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Adhikarana (8) : The words * dvayoh pra'myanti^; 

^ fetch the Fire at the Two-^ do not indicate the 
’^transference^ of the details relating to 
‘ 8<yma \ 

Bhasya. 

In connection, with the Ghdturmcisya sacrifice .[of which there are four 
parts— (1.) Vaishvadem, (2) Va'neijiapraghaaa, (3) Sakamedha and (4) Sund- 
sirij/a], we read ‘ Dvayoh prarkayanti, iaamdt dvdbhyameti ’ [‘ They fetch the 
Fire at the two, hence they go up with two ’]. This ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ 
is fo\xnd to be laid down with certain details, in connection with the Soma- 
sacrifice ■; while in connection with the Darsha-Piirjjmndsa, it is found to be 
laid down without any details. 

In i-egard to this, there arises the question — -Is the ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ 
spoken of in connection with the Chdtunnaaya meant to be that connected 
with the Soma-sacrifice (with its details) ? Or that connected with the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa ? 

On this question, we have the following Purvapahsa, set forth in the 
Sutra itself ' . 

S^TRA (19). 

[PtJBVAPAKSA]— “ The ‘ Fetching oe Fibe ’ :meant should be taken 

TO BE THAT CONNECTED WITH THE SOMA-SACBIFICE ; BECAUSE 
THE OTHEE NEED NOT HAVE BEEN MENTIONED AT ALL.” 

Bhasya > 

“ The ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ meant should he taken to he that connected with 
the Soma-sacrifice. — ‘ Why so ? ’ — Because the other, — i.e. that connected wdth 
the Darsha-Purruirmsa — need nob have been mentioned at all ; as its 
admission into the Chdturmdsya would be secured by the general law (that 
‘ the Ectype is to be performed like the Archetype — ^the Darsha-Purna- 
mdsa being the Archetype of the Ohdturmdsya). — ‘ But how can the term 
Fetching Fire,, which denotes merely the Fetching of Fire in general, signify 
the particular Fetching of Fire (related to the Soma-sacrifice) ? ’ — ^It is through 
indirect indication, we reply ; like the term ‘ tirtha ’ ; just as the .term 
‘ tirtha ’ denotes only a ford, a dcsc&ht mto a river, yet, sometimes it is taken 
in the sense of a particular ford or d^ent into a river, which is peculiarly 
sacred and conducive to merit, — e^g. in the expression " tirthaydtrdm gatah" 
‘ gone on pilgrimage to a sacrkl place ’). 
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ADHYAYA VH, PADA HI, ADHIKABANA ( 8 ). 

SUTRA (20). 

[POkvapaki^a conchjtdedi \ — “ The prohdobition oe the " Uttaea- 
vEdi’ also points to the same oonolhsion.” 

Bha^a. 

“ There is the prohibition, contained in the text— ‘ They do not go to the 
UttmavMi at the VcmhvaMva, nor at the Sundslnya ’ ; this prohibition 
would have a sense only if what is prohibited were possible [so that this 
indicates the possibility of the Ut^ravMi va. connection with the ‘ Fetching 
of Fire ’ at the Ohaiw'mdaya ] ; and the UUaravedi can be there only in 
connection with thw ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ at the Somct-sacnfice , — ^there being 
no UUaravSdi at the DarsM-Pvrtyjmam.'^^ ' - 

1.) -ip 'li; i »t s < yt 

, -H., .w, rtP 

, I s SUTRA (21). 

J, . • . . . , , , ■ UU't' 

[Siddhanta]— In beauty, the ‘Ebtohjng oe Eibe ’ mtjst be taken 

TO BE THAT EELATEB TO THE AaOHETYPB ; BEOAtlSE 
IT IS NOT A PEOPBB NAME. 

Bhasya. 

The ‘ FetcMng of Fire ’ spoken of here must be taken to he that ' related to 
the Art^ietype — ^i.6. to the Darsha-Purnamasa. — “ Why so ? ” — Became it is 
not a proper name ; i.e, the term ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ is not the proper name 
of the ‘ Fetching ’ related to the Soma-sacrifice ; that is to say, the term is 
not specifically expressive of that FetcMng of Fire ; if the term were speci- 
ficaly expressive of that ‘ Fire-fetching then it could denote the same in 
the case in question also ; as a matter of fact, however, the term is the 
generic name of what is signified by its component parts {Pra+nayana) ; 
that is, it expresses the fetching {nayana) forward {p>rdk) ; so that all that it 
can signify is the fetching forward of the Fire ; hence it must be taken as 
signifying that ; and as this is present in the Darsha-punjamasa, which 
is in close proximity (to the Ohdturmdsya), by accepting the said signification, 
the notion of this latter does not become set-aside. 

As regards the argument that ‘‘ it would be as in the ease of the term 
‘ tlrtha ’ ”, — our answer is as follows : — ^The term ‘ tirtha ’ also really denotes 
only ford (or descent into river) in general ; as for the expression ‘ tlrtha - 
ydtrdm gatah it is used generally after certain particular fords have been 
spoken of ; and it is on this acooimt that the term is understood as referring 
to a particular place of pilgrimage. la a case where the term is used by 
itself (without reference to any particular places), it denotes only Ford in 
general ; as for instance, ‘ Tlrthe sndti tlrthameva, samdndndm bhavati ’ 
[‘ Bathes at a ford, and thereby becomes like a ford among his equals ’]. — 
Then again, so long as a term can be taken in its directly denoted sense, there 
can bo no justification for &o<yeptva^,sm'mdirectly indicate one ; — and in the 
^ present case, the directly denoted sense {F^cMng in general) is quite compatible . 
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hence the inddrect indication {of ihe pJtttictUarr J’ei connected with the 
^oma-sacrifice) should not be accept^ 


soma. (22). 

The mention (oe Fetching belated to the Dabsha-pUenamIsa) 

MAY BE TAKEN TO BE (a) FOB THE PHBPOSB OF PBEOLHSION, OB 
(6) FOB THE PTJBPOSE OF INDICATING AN ACCBSSOBY, 

OB (c) FOB THE PITBPOSE OF COMMENDATION. 

Ehdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ It has been argued above that ‘ the other need not 
ham been mentioned at all ’ (Su. 19) ; what is the answer to that ? ” 

The answer is as follows : — The mention may he taken to be (a) for the 
purpose of preclusion — ^the sense being that ‘ they fetch the Fire at the two — 
not at the four ; — or (b) for the purpose of indicating an accessory ; or (c) 
for the purpose of commendation, continued in the expression ‘ Hence they 
go up with two — How (a) in every case of Preclusion, there are three 
objections; — (6) as for an accessory, there is none mentioned at all; — (c) 
hence the only alternative left is that it is for the purpose of commendation. 
— “ But Cormnmdcction also would be futile, as the Fetching is already 
admissible through the injunction itself”. — The purpose served by the 
commendation we shall explain under the following AdhUcmatja, rmder 
■ sa. 24. ; 




Adhikabajcja (9) : The words ^ Fetch the Fire to two ’ 
means the Fetching of it at the two middle parts 
of the Ghdturmasya. 

S0TRA (23). 

[PsjKViOPjyK^A]— “ The ‘ Fetching oe Fieb ’ shotild be doot at the 
F msT AND Last Parts ; bboahsb oe the peohibitioh.kelating 

TO THE ‘UtTABAVEDI’.” 



There is the text ‘ They fetch Fire at the two parts 

In regard to this' there arises the question— ^t which two parts shall 
the F#ehmg be done ? 

The apparent view being that there is no restirietion, the Purmpah^a 
view is as follows : — “ The Fetching of Fire should he at the First and Last 
Parts ', — ^Why ?— becaiwe of the prohibiiion relating to the Uttaravedi', the 
Uttaravedi is prohibited in the text — ‘At the Vaishvadeva they do pot go 
to the Uttaravedi, nor to the Sundmnya ’ IVaishvadSva and Sunasiriya are 
the ’ first and last parts of the Chdturmdsyg], What is meant by this 
‘ Fetching of Fire ’ is the placing of Fire on the Uttaravedi j hence whenever 
there is the ‘Fetching of Fire’, there shoiald be the Uttaravedi i onA there 
can be prohibition only in regard to such place and time at which the thing 
prohibited is likely to be ; and as a matter of fact, the Uttaravedi, js there 
only at the First and Last parts of the Ghaiwrmdsya ; hence the ‘Fetchmg 
of Fire ’ shoidd be done at these two parts.” 

SUTKA (24). 

[SeddhIeta] — In beauty, it should be at the two middle parts ; 

ON ACCOUNT OE THE COMMENDATORY DECLARATION EEGABDING 

‘Going’. 

Bha§ya. 

The ‘ Fetching of Fire ’ should be done at the two middle parts ; — ^why ? 
— because of the commendaiory dedaration regarding ‘ going ’ ; the fetching 
of Fire at the two middle parts is spoken of in the commendatory declaration 
— ‘ Therefore they go up with two ’. These two parts are described as 
‘two thighs’ in the text-r-‘ These' t^o, the 'Varunapraghdaa and the Sdka^ 
rmdha, are the twg thighs of tlw) sacsrifiee ’ ; — thighs are the limbs whereby 
gomg (locomotion) is accomplished ; hence the sense of the commendation 
comes to be. this — ‘There are two thighs, of the saoiiftce — ^the Fomnajjro- 
■ ghdsa and the Sakamedha , — Whence the fire at these tvoo ; hence it is 
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SHABABA-BHA§YA I 

that the sacrifiee is accomplfehed by means of these two thighs, ~hy the 
fetching of Fire they become strengthened, on account of the multiplicating 
of details at the ■ I'etching-rite — This is the purpose served by the 
oornioaendatory declaration. 

As regards the argument based upon the ‘ prohibition of th© UUmavedi \ 
— our answer is as follows— 

SUTRA (26). 

The pbohibitiob: eegabding the UttabavSSdi is in bieerenob 
TO AN isolated DECLAB.AT10N THEREOir. 


In connection with the Chatwrmciaya sacrifice, the TJttaravMi has been 
spoken of without reference to any particular part of that sacrifice, in the 
text-r* U'patra vapanti ’ They place the Fire on this and it is of this 
isolated declaration that there is the prohibition put forward by the- 
FUrvapakam [‘ They do not go to the Vttaravedi, at the VaiaJwadSva ’]. — 
“ But as a matter of fact, the text ‘ XJpdtra vapanti ' occurs at the end of the 
sentence declaring the aceessorijes of, tlw VatmryxpraghJdm, and hence the 
‘ alia ' (‘ at this ’) must refer to the Varws^apraghdaa [bo that the declaration 
of the UUaravedi is' not isolated i it is coimected with the Yamiyipraghasay' 
— ^That cannot be^ through ‘ Context the said declaration should , pertain 
to the Ohhturmasya itself (not to any particular part of it) ; if the declaration 
of the , tJUaravidi had pertained to the Varuryjpraghasa in particular, then 
all the other three parts would have been mentioned in the prohibitive 
text (which however mentions the Yaiahvade^m only). — “ The declaration of 
the XJttmamM might pertain to the two parts (the Varuiyapraghasa and the 
SSkmnMha) — Our answer to that is that the context does not belong to 
any two parts ; it belongs either to the Ckaturmasya as a whole or to the 
Vcmjsjstpraghdsa; if the context belonged to the Varwo^praghdsa, then 
there could not be the mention of two parts in the prohibition ; hence the 
declaration (regarding the Uttaravediyjxmsb be regarded as pertaining to the 
OhdUirmasya sacrifices as a whole, 

“ Even with all this, we have learnt from the commendatory declaration 
that the Fetching of Fire should be done at the two middle parts of the 
Chdturmasya ; why, then, should the ‘ Fetching of Fire ’, thus known already 
(through the commendation) as to be done, be mentioned again 7 ” 

The pmpose qf this, has not been mentioned ; and -no other purpose 
being there, we might regard as the purpose served by it. But 

objections against Preclpsion Iwe set forth before. B enc© the second 
mention of the Fetching of Fire.^ould be taken as being for the purpose of 
laying down accessories.-r 3 :“;Bu t- there no .accessory here — The accessory 
is mentioned in the shape the placing of Fire on tiie Vttaravedi ; hence 
the second Fetching of Fwe jtp^t taken , as bemg.for the purpose of the 
said ‘placing of;Firf4^,^%;Ufc|^|f .-r.* ^ 



[Kumarila do^ not accept the above presentation of the last tw6 Adhikararuxs 
S and 9. According to hfm, all these seven Sutras, from 19 to 25, constitute a 
aingle AdhikaTana, where three views are set forth (1) that the * Pranayaxta ’ 
meant for the CMtwrrnasya should be that ooimected with the Archetype, JDarsha- 
PHrxjuamdsa — ^thia is the flrat PurmpaJesa; — (2) that it should be that connected 
with the Sonaa-saorifice,-— this is the second Purvapaksa ; and (3) that it is an 
•entirely independent Prwuyi/yana. for the Ghalwrrndsya only, — ^this is the Siddhdnta ; 
and the further conclusion is that this independent Praxtayana is to be done at the 
,iwo middle parts, — See Tuptikd, pp. 169'160 ; also Bhdtfadipikd, Vol. II, p. 22.] 
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Adhtkara:i^a (10) : Such words as ‘ Svarasdnm ’ and the 
nice are indicative of the ‘ transference ’ 
of details. 

SUTBA (26). 

The tebms * Sva^ia-sImaii ‘ Skakapala ’ ajsb ‘ IwiKsi ’ also [ab® 

TO BE taken as indicative OE THE TBANSEEEENCE OE THE 
DETAILS] ; because' WE EIND INDICATIVE TEXTS. 

Bhdsj/a. 

(A) (a) In connection with the Qammayana sacrifice, we read — ‘ 
dwalartyam dhastraycJi svarasamano bhavarUi ’ [‘ At each of the two ends 
of the DivaMrtya Dcey — i.e. the one day at the centre, between the two- 
‘ Half-yeax-perioda — ^there are three days called Svara-saman ’] ; in connec- 
tion with these Svaraaama-da/ya (i.e. the sacrifices performed on those days), 
dertain details have been laid down, — such as ‘ they are seventeen ‘ they 
are taken up by the continuous Atigrahyd % and so forth. — (b) Then elsewhere 
we read — ' Prpthyah 8a4ahah, dvau avaraaamdnau' [‘There are six days 
related to the Prpihas, there are two Svaraaama-days — (B)— •(«) In conv 
nection with the Vaiahmdeva (at the Agrayana sacrifice), we read-— 
* Dyavapt^ivya ehakapakih ' [‘ The Ca^e baked on one pan, dedicated to- 
Dycms-Prifmi ’] j and in relation to this Mkakapdla Cake, there are certain 
details laid down — ‘ Offers the SarvcJvuta oblation ‘ Makes the offering, 
without turning back ’. — (6) Again elsewhere we read — ‘ Kay a ekakapdlauk ’ 
[‘ The Cake baked upon one pan, dedicated to Ka ’]. — (C) (a) Again in 
connection with the Vaiahmdeva, we read — * VaiahvadSvyamikpS ’ [* The 
Curdled-Milk dedicated to the Viahmdevaa ’] ; and in connection with this 
Curdled-Milk, certain details have been laid down. (6) Again elsewhere wa 
read ‘ MaitrdvarmfH dmilcad * [‘ T^e Curdled-Milk dedicated 
Varur^ ’ 

In regard to all this, there arises the question — (A) Does, — or does not, — 
the term ‘ Svaraadman ' occurring in the second sentence (A) (6) indicate 
the transference of the detaila of the SvcvraadTna days connected with the 
Oawdmayana [mentioned in sentence (A) («)] ? — Similarly (B) does, — or 
does not — ^the term ^ SkdkapdJla * occurring in the sentence (B) (6) indicate 
the transference of the details of the Bhakapala mentioned in (B) (a) ? — 
Lastly (C) Does,— or does not, — ^the term ‘ Armkad ’ as occurring in the 
Sentence (C) (6) indicate the transference of the details of the Amihad 
mentioned in (0) (a) ? 

On tliis question, the Purvapakaa view is that — “Every one of the- 
three sentences in question ia the injtmcHon of an accessory, and it could 
not include the detaila, because it ia equally present in both (Su, 7. 3. 17) 
hence the terms in question do not indicate the transference of the details.” 
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In answer to this, there is the following Siddhanta :-r-The terms ' Smra- 
sdman * armh^d ’ and * Ihaka/pala ’ are to he taken as indicating the trans- 
ference of the details. — Why so ? — Because we find indicative teats •, vre find 
such, an indicative text as lead^.tiB to conclude that every one of the terms' 
in question is indicative of the transference of details. 

(A) As regards the term ‘ Svdrasaman — after havmg declared that 

‘ There are sis days connected with the Prsthas, and two are Svarasama- 
day8\ the text goes on to Tatra yat trtlyam sa^tadashcmahah tat 

trayastrimshdsya sthdnam abhiparydharanti, sa uttard^dm stomandmavyavd- 
ydya ; irydndm cha saptadashdndm anuchinatdydh \ — ^Now if these two 
Svarasdma days -(the seventh and eighth days of the 0a4dha) also 
take in the details of the Qavamayana, then they also would have 
the seventeenth hymn; and in this way we get the seventeenth hymn 
thrice, on three consecutive days (one, the last day of the ^adaha and 
the seventh and eighth days, the Svctrasama days, following that day) ; and 
thus we get the corvtinmty spoken of in the commendatory words 
' Trayastdm saptadashdndm anucMnatdyai *. ’ 

[At the i$a4aha sacrifice, on the six days the use of the foUowiug six hjnms 
respectively becomes possible under the general law (relating to the Archetype and 
the Ectype) — (1) Tfart (3) , (2) Pa/hclmdaaha [16], (3) Sapiadasha [17], (4) 
Skaviihsha [21], (6) Tn^uwa [27] and (6) Trayastriihsha IBS} but what the text 
quoted lays down is that on the sixth day, the seventeenth hsnnn should be used 
instead of the thirty-third'; and in cozmnendation of this 'there are the words 
‘ Traydndm, etc. ’ — ^And on the Svanasama days, there is the' seventeenth hymn.—. 
What is secured by this is that we have -the seventeenth hymn on the sixth day of : 
the l^adaha, and on the two following days (the seventh and the eighth) which are 
Svarasama days, and as such take in the .seventeenth hymn. This is the 
‘Continuity’ which is one of the details laid down in connection -vvith the Chtod* 
mayanaJ] 

(B) Similarly in coimection with the Agmyanta sacrifice, having laid 
down ‘the Cake baked on one pan, dedicated to DyaU8-Prfhivi\ the text 
goes on to say — ‘ Fat samaihutam ’harroti sd M ehd pa/ru^xiked ; huto htOah 
pasydva/rtai!e sd ’ dviUyd ; dfyasyaiva dydvaprikivyau yaf eta ’ — ^here the 
sentence enjoins the use of Ajya (Clarified Butter) [in place of the ‘ Mkaka- 
pdla Chke baked on one pan] and in connection with this same, this 
sentence indicates the presence' of the: two f0atureB of ‘ Bg,rvahoma’ and 
‘ Aparydvriti which are the details ' connected with the Vaishvadeva, [at 
the second offering of Mkakapdla}. 

(C) Lastly, in connection,. with the Ourdled-Milk dedicated to Mitra- 
Varima % we read—* They do not deal with the whey ’ ; this prohibits the 
offering of wheyi which is a detail related to .the VishvedSvas, and thereby 
indicates the possibility of such detSfils finding place therein. 

From these indicative texts we learn that each of the three terms in 
question Svarasdman % " Mkakc^la \ and ^Amikffd’) ^ iudicative of the 
transference of details. 

What has been said above regardiug the ‘ offering of whey ’ is on the 
understanding that the said offering is an act of ‘ disposal ’ and hence 
stands on the same footing as the^ * Svip^krt offering’. 


Says the Opponent — You have .cited indicative texts ; how do you 
establish the fact of the details actually finding place in the respective 
sacrifices ? ” 

Answer — ^The admission of the detaile is got at by Indirect Indication, 
and Indirect Indication is accepted on the basis of the said indicative texts. 

SOTBA (27). 

Ob, it may be bee to the injehction (op chabacteb) being 

COMMON. 

Bhasya. 

(A) The character of ‘ Svarasaman ’ is common (to the Oavdrmyana and 
the J§ladaha); — (B) The character of ' BkaJcaydla'" is common (to the offering 
to Dyam-Prrthim And the offering to JCa) ; — and (C) the character of ‘ Amik^ ■ 
is common (to the whey offered to Vishvedeva and that offered to 
Vcmina) ; and the admissibility of the details would be determined according 
to the principle explained below tmder the Sutra ‘ Fosyo lingcmwrilut- 
samyogdt ’ {S. I, 2). 
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:.Adhik:ara]^a (11) : In such expressions as ‘ Vaso daMU \' 
Ogives the cloth \ the term^vdsas\ ^ Cloth stands 
for the genus, 

Bhdsya. 

Somewhere in the Veda, it is said— ‘ Vaso dxv3Mi ’ (‘ gives away cloth ), 
‘>ln« efadlafi ’ (‘ gives away the cart ’). 

What is to be considered in this connection is — does — or does not, 
the use of the word ‘ vmaa ’ (CJloth), or ‘ anas ’ (cart) indicate ihe act (of weaving, ■ 
which is involved in the making of the Cloth, or of wood-mtting and the rest . 
involved in the making of the Cart) ? — ^In this connection it has been said 
that what has really got to be considered is— are these two words used in 
the sense of the actions (involved in the making of the two things) ? Or in 
that of the two genuses . i‘ Cloth ’ and ‘ Cart ’) f If they are used in the 
■sense of the anions, then their presence in the sentences would mean tlmt 
the actions (the actual operations) have to be performed at the time of the 
giving ; if, on the other hand, they are used in the sense of the genuses, 
then it does not mean this. 

The PUrvapakga view on tiiis question is- as follows ; — “ The two words 
are to be taken as used in the sense of the operaiions (of weaving and wood- 
cutting, etc.).— Why so ? — ^Because they are found to be applicable only 
when the operations have been there ; that is to say, the two words are 
applied to that Substance — Yams, .or wood — over which the weaver or 
the caarpenter has performed the operation (of weaving or wood-cutting, etc.) i 
they are never applied before the said operation has been performed ; hence 
it follows that the words are used os standing for those operations. — It is 
on the basis of this notion of the words standing for the operations that 
we have the following — 

S-OTRA {2B), 

'[PORVAPAK^a]— “ WHRlSr thb probvot of ah opbratioh is sfokbh op, 

WHAT 18 IHDIOATBD AS TO B® BONE IS THAT OPERATION ; AS IS 

fofnb in the oabs of the " Yopa * {' Saobifioial Post ’’). 

Bhdgya. 

** When a thing like prodkict qf m operatim, is afwken 

of, what is indicated a8..to;l».do»if *is, that operation,— How so f— i.« i» 
found m the, mm of tim ’ is, applied on tins basis of 

snob opmtiotts m omit^ whenever it is uaed, it mdicates 

■tko performance of all these I ^ ia the case in quasMoa ’ 
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SUTRA (29). 

[SiddhIhta] — It is the biatbbialised thing (that should be given) ; 

BECAUSE THE OPEBA.TION DOBS NOT FORM PART (OE THE 
DENOTATION OE THE TERM). 

Bhd^ya. 

The answer to the above is as follows : — ^The two terms are not used 
on the basis of the operations.— Why ? — ^Those terms whose use is based 
upon certain definite conditions are used only when those conditions are 
present; e.g. terms like (‘Man -svith the stick ‘ OMairin ’ 

(‘ Man with the umbrella ’). The words in question however are found to be 
used when the operations are not present, being used in igeference to the 
genua only. 

The following argument is urged here — “ What really happens is that 
the speaker uses the term after having inferred the operation from the 
genua denoted by the term [so that the word is really used on the basis of 
the operation] 

Our answer to this is as follows — ^There can be no reason for abandoning 
the perceptible basis (in the shape of the genus) of the use of the term, 
and assuming its basis in the operation which is not perceptible. 

It has been argued that — " The term is used only after the operations 
(that have brought into existence the thing denoted by the term) ”. — Uiu 
answer to this is tliat prior to the operation, the genus was (there, but) un- 
manifested ; and it becomes manifested by means of the operation ; it is 
for this reason that the term is used after the operation. 

From all this it follows that the terms in' question should be taken as 
used on the basis of the g&nusea (denoted by them). 

Such being the ease, what is to be done (in accordance with the 
injunction ‘gives away cloth’, or ‘gives away the cart’) is that the 
matenaliaed thing should be given [and not that the operation of wecwmg, 
etc. should be performed], — “ Why so ? — Becauae the operation doea not 
form part of the denotation of the term ; as a matter of fact, the operation 
does not enter into the denotation at all ; as there is no term denoting the 
operation. — ^As regards the Yupa (Sacrificial Post), in connection with that 
Crating and the other operations have been directly laid down by the texts 
[which is not the case with such ordinary things as the Cloth and the Cart] ; 
hence the analogy is not correct. 


ABHiKAEAi^A (12) : At fJie ‘ Gurgatriraira the ' Kindling 
is doTie of 'Ghe ordiimry nnconsecmted Fire. 

SUTRA (30). 

When thebe is a doubt, it shoxtld be the oedinaby jms, — -as 

THAT SBBVBS ALL PTTETOSBS. 



At the Garga^riraimrthey aiag the Ajyado?ia Sdmami-^ia- oomi 0 (Mon 
with these we read — '' Agmmufpanidhdya atuvoM ’ [‘They sing the hymns after 
having kindled the Fire ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question— Is this Fire that is kbdied, 
the ordimary unoons6orate4 fire ? or the Vedic Fire (Fire consecrated with 
Vedic rites) ? 

Oh this question, the Pwreapafesa view is as follows : — “It should be the 
consecrated Fedtc Fire. — -Why t — ^Because that Fire has been brought into 
existence for the performance of all rites, the words used by the 
consecrator being ‘ Whatever rites I shall perform, and whatever rites I am 
entitled to perform, etc. ’ Hence in the case in question, it is the Vedic 
Fire that should be kindled.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — TFi^n diere is a 
doubt, it should he die otdmary Fire, as that serves all purposes. That is, 
whenever there is a doubt as to whether the ordinary or the Vedic Fire 
should be used, it is the ordinary one that should be used. 

It has been argued by the PUrvapah^n that “ the Vedic Fire has been 
brought into existMice for the performance of all rites, and hence it is the 
Vedic Fire that should be kindled ”. — Our answer to this is as follows : — 

SUTRA (31). 

It OAjNBTOT BE THE VbDIO FiBB, AS ITS PUEPOSB HAS BBEN 
BXPItBSSLY DBITNBD. 



The Fire meant in the present connection cannot be the Vedic one — ^that 
is, that Fire which has been brought into existence according to the method 
prescribed in the scriptures ; because the purpose of such a Fire has been 
espressly defined by the scripture itself, — ‘He pours oblations into the 
Ahamnfya Fire * [It is the Vedic Fire that is called ‘ dhavamya ’], and so on. 
If the Vedic Fire were taken {^ serving the purpose of edl rites, then the 
express declaration of its purpose 'would be meaningless. Hence it is the 
ordinary Fire that should be kindied. the case of the ordinary Fire, 
it could be regarded as serving aU purposes, in the sense that it is kindled 
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in connection with each act that is to be performed with it ; so that in 
the case of the ordinary Fire, there is no inconsistency in its serving ail 
purposes and yet having its purposes expressly defined. 

Queationr—** Why cannot the Dhais^a Fires {i.e, the Fires that have been 
taken to the seats of the Agnidhra and other priests) be ^kindled for the 
purpose in question [i.e. in connection with the singing of the Ajyadoha- 
Samam B,t the Gargatrirdtra] 2 ” 

The answer to this is given in the following Sdtra . 

SUTRA (32). 

The coMma into existence of these other fires also would be 

LIKE THE SAME; THEY BEING SIMILAR (TO OTHERS). 

Bkd§ya. 

Of tikese other J^ires, — ^i.e. of the Fires that have been taken to the seats of 
the prints— i^-e coming into existence is Uke the same, — -i.e. (like the Vedie 
Fire) ; these also cannot serve the purpose of all rites.~Why so ? — ^Because 
they are similar ; i.e. these Fires are similar to the other Fires ; i.e. the 
purpose of these also has been expressly defined, — in such texts as, ‘ Seated 
to the east, he pours Clarified Butter on to the Fires that have been taken 
to the Priests’ seats — ^From this it follows that these also are not the Fires 
that have to be kindled in the case in question. 


ADHiKABAiyA (13).: , The term ‘ yupa ^ used in the sentence' 

■ / UpasMyo yupo hhamti^ does not indicate the 
performance of the consecratory rites in 
connection with the Upashaya. 

StJTRA (33). 

[POBVAPAK^A] — “iT SHOXJIiD BE CONSECBATED ; BEOAUSB THK 
. THBM CONNOTES CONSECBATION-” 

Bhd§ya. 


In connection with the Mkadaahini (the group of eleven Sacrifioial' 
Posts), we read ‘ The Upaahaya is a Sacrificial Post ’ [This Upmhaya is the 
eleventh Post, set up to the South of the other ien]. 

In regard to this Upaahaya, there arises the question — ^Is it something 
consecrated — so that the auMing and other conseeratory acts are to be done 
to it,— -or not ? 

The PUrvapakaa view is as follows; — “J# ahouM he consecrated, ihe 
cuttmg and other conseeratory acts should be done to it ;™why ! — because 
the term connotes consecration ; as a matter of fact, the term ‘ yupa ■ 
(Sacrificial Post) is used on the basis of consecration, and as such it cannot 
be applied to a post unless the conseeratory acts have been performed ; 
hence it follows that the conseeratory acts should be performed (in con- 
nection with the Upaahaya, which is the eleventh Sacrificial Posi).” 


StlTRA (34). 

[Siddhanta]— -Inasmuch as the Upashaya does not form an' 

AUXILIABY TO THE SACBmOB [PT NEED NOT BE CONSECBATBD] ; 

[as fob the name ‘ SACEIFlOIAIi PoST ’J THAT APPLIES TO IT. 

FIGUBATIVELY, BY BEA80N OF THE TERM CONNOTING 
CEETAIN QUALITIES (OF THE SaCEIFICIAL PoST). 

Bhd^. 

In reality, the conseeratory acts are not to be jierformed in comiection 
with the Upaahaya . — -Wiy ?— Pecowse U does not form an auxiliary to the 
sacrifice. The conseeratory rites are performed in connection with tiie 
piece of wood (out of which the Post, is made) with the view tliat through 
this wood -piece, they would become, connected wilh tlie sacrifi.cial act, —and 
the sacrifice performed with the; tied to the Wood-piece thus eonse- ^ 

orated would accomplish the transcendental result. — ^Aa regards the 

parricsular post, cafled ‘ ,P tied to itj so_ ,that if any 

conseeratory rites were ;Ji,|c|inBOction with it, they would be 
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futile,— “ On the strength of the declaration, those rites may be taken 
■as serving some unseen ptirpose The answer to this is that, in this case, 
there is no such declaration as ‘this Sacrificial Post should be made’ ; nil 
that the text does is to menticm an existing fact—' The Upaslio/ya is a 
Sacrificial Post ’ — “As a matter of fact, in the absence of the consei.rr,io^’y 
rites, even the mention of fifes Upashaya being a Sacrificial Post as an existn,;.: 
fact, would not be right”. — Our answer to this is that the name (‘ Sataii'icial 
Post’) would he applicable to the uncomecrated Upashaya 
Just as in the case where the sacriftcer is called ‘the Saerifieiai Post’ — 
‘ Yajamano yupah \ — Says the Opponent—" In that case the name is applied 
figuratively by reason of similarity (between the Sacrificer and the Samficial 
Post) ; how would it apply to the Upashaya ? ’’—The answer to this is 
that the Urm connotes certain qualities ; i.e-' the term ‘ Sacrificial Post ’ 
connotes 'certain quahties— embellishments— of the Sacrificial Post ; and 
.some of these embellishments of the Sacrificial Post, — such as cutting, 
scraping and the rest, — are done, though silently (without Jfa«j5ras) in the 
case . of the Upashaya also ; and it is on the basis of these that the name 
‘ Sacrificial Post ’ is applied to it, — ^though it is not really a ‘ SacrificiaJ 
Post Just as the maiden after bath, even though not decked in ornaments, 
is regarded as so decked even with a single string of the garland,- — So 
though only partly ‘ consecrated ’ (embellished), the Upashaya is spoken of 
as consscrafied (Sacrificial Post) by way of being eulogised. 


.ikJ>HiKABANA (14) ; In the sentence ‘ Prsthaimpatistimnte 
^ They worship with PrSthas^ the term ^ pr8tha \ 
stands for the words of the verses. 

BM§ya. 

In oomectioa with the Agnichaycum, we read — ' Prpthairupatiatharaie ’ 
i[‘ Hiey worship with Prathas ’]. 

In regard to this, there arises the question (A) — ^Are the details of the 

* Pf§ym ’ to be applied to the Pfaphas used at the Agmchayarm ? — or not ? 

What are these characteristic details ? 

There are two kmds of these details— <?e«6ral and Speaial ; such syllables 
as ‘ Hi-A ’ are the general details, and. the special details are the following— 

‘ When singing the Ratfmniara one should thinlc, in Ms mind, of the Earth ; 
of the Sea, when singing the Brhat ’ and so forth. 

What then is the Purvapaksa view ? 

First of all what we have to consider is the question (B) — ^Is the term 

* Pffflia ’ denotative of an act or of a substance ? 

“But it lias already been decided, under Su, 1. 4. 3, that the term 
‘ Pf§pha ’ is the name of an actP 

But in connection with those same injunctions that have been dealt 
with there, there are such declarations as — ‘ Seventeen Pfsthas ‘ the 
Vaintpa Prapha', ‘the Vairaja Pfspha’ [all which seem to indicate that the 
term denotes a substance]. It is for tMs reason that we are considering 
this question in connection with the text ‘ They worsMp with Pr^phas \ — 
Wbat then is the right view on this question ? 

[The Purvapak§in answers]—^ 

SUTEA (35). 

[PCIBTAPAK^A] — “ TetB teem ‘ PE^mA ’ should be taken as standing 

EOE THE ACT ; AS IT IS ENJOINED AS STJOH.” [This is the 

answer to question (B), the subsidiary question 
of the Adkikarava], 

BMsya, 

“ The term ‘ Pf^pha ’ should he taken as standing Jor the act ; — ^why ? — 
becanse U is enjoined as such j ie. the injunction of ‘ Prstha ’ in the text 
in question is similar to that injimotion where the term ‘ Prstha ’ has been 
recognised (imder 1. 4. 3) as standing for an act ; the present injunction is 
like that same.: — ‘ Wherein does the similarity of this injunction lie to that 
injunction I ’ — ^The similarity lies : in th® fact that the same term Prstha ’ 
has been used in l^ith cases i that is# ^ the case of the other injunction 
(dealt with under 1. 4. 3), the [Prapha' has been found to be 

denotative of the act ; — ^it is that irame ;:t€irm that is used in the injunctive 
text in question ; — 'hence it folloyre that here also it sfipuld be understood 
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to be denotative of the ocfi ? as thes© is no ground for making any distinction. 
If, in the present case, some other ' denotation were assumed for the term, 
the term would come to have more than one denotation. — ‘ What is th; 
hami in that ? ’—The harm is that whenever the term would be uttered, its 
meaning would be doubtful, — ^there would, in fact, be no comprehend o[ 
the meaning ; — so that no practical purpose would be served by the , 
and it is for practical purposes only that words are used ; as for other means 
of deterimning the exact meaning of the term, any such means would be 
dependent upon the Oordext and such other extraneous factors. (Jn the 
other iiand, if the term has only one denotation, its meanijig; is com- 
prahended by itself, independently of all extraneous factors. -Thus it. is 
seen that it is not right to attribute more than one meaning to a term ; and 
consequently the term ‘ Prstha ’ should be taken as the name of an act 
(in the text in question also). — If then, the term ‘ Pf0ha ’ is the name of 
an act, — and the act® enjoined in the text in question (by the teirm 
‘ Prathdih ’) were those same that have been enjoined in the other injunctions 
(dealt with under L 4. 3),— then the mention of these acts in these latter 
would be racjaninglesa. If then, in order to avoid this mcongiiii*. y, it be 
held that what the present text enjoins is the act of vxyrsMp (and not the 
acta enjoined in the other injunctions),— then, in that case, the Context 
would become ignored. For these reasons we take the present text as 
laying down similarity , — ^the words ‘ they worship with the Prathaa ! being 
taken as meaning ‘ they worship with ckda aimUar to the Prstha \ 

“Now this similarity can be there only through the details of the act i 
hence it follows that the details of the Prstha should be adopted in the 
case in question — [this is the answer to Question (^), the main question of 
the AdMkarana]J’ . 

StJTRA (36). 

[SiDDEtiWTA] — In beauty, the term ‘ PaSTHA ’ SHOULD BE TAKEN AS 
STANDma FOR .SITBSTANOES : BECAUSE WHAT LS LAID DOWN 
IS THE ACT OF ‘ ADDRESSING ’ AND HENCE THERE 
WOULD BE AN INCONGRUITY. 

Bhdsya. 

It is not the right view that “ the term ‘ Pj-atha ’ stands for ac?t ” ; — ■ 
the right view is that the term ‘ Prstha ’ should be taken as sdmdiny for 
suhsta-nrm,~—i.e. substances in the shape of the words of ver.-;o.s ; and hence 
it is dmotative of such verses as “ uunttmaA ’ anti tlie like. — ■ 

“ Why so ? ” — Because u^hM i» Mid down (in the text in (iuc,sh'on) ia the 
ar4 of addressing ; the text ^ PraMai^ upaiiathaMe ’ meann that ' they 
addrcHa v/ith the How can the term upatisthanfe '), which is 

denotative of morahip^ -be taken s* dent^ing the act of a(klrcmmg ? ’’—This 
would bo so by imsoh of the peculiar (AtnmtiMpada) ending (in the term 
’’ ufMiiAikante ' Wlien the root ^sthd,* with the prefix * upn ^ takes fhe- 
At.wmepmin ending, this ending denotes an act of which ft n,mdm la the 
IrntfUimfU (means) i and M&fdra is the instrument of the net of ‘ addrossing ‘ 
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(the deities), not of the act of ‘ worshipping because ‘worshipping’ is 
done either with the body, or with the , mind [so that in this case the 
instnament is the Body or the Mind, not the Manira\, Hence it follows that 
what is laid down in the text is the act:Of addressing. 

Such being the case, there would, be the following incongruity (in the 
JPurmpah§a view)— -If (as held by ' the Purvapaksin) the term ‘Prsfha’ 
were assumed to stand for acts, then that would 'militate- against the 
.itmanepada-endm.g ; as in that case the Mantra would hot be the instrument 
of the act ; — if, on the- other hand, the sense of the Jlimangpado-endmg is 
observed, then that becomes incompatible with the injunction of the act 
of worship ; in fact, in that case, it becomes inevitable that the verb should 
signify the act of addressing. As between' these two* ' horns r of the 
dilemma, the reasonable course is to observe the ; sense of : the Atniane- 
^da-ending ; and in that case the t>erm.,‘ ’ would come in useful as 
figuratively indicating the Jldanira which is instrumental in accomplishing the 
Prsfha (Le. over which the Prsfha is srmg) ; and the Atmanepada is justifiable 
only when there is instrumentalLty of the Manira. — ^Prom aU this it follows 
that the term ^PrePha" stands for those Mantras that are instrumental in 
the acodmplishihg of the 

■ . Says the Opponen-t — ■“ This is not right j that the text lays down the 
act of worship is expressed directly by the word' (‘ ; while the 
fact of its 'expressing the act of addressing -is only indirectly indicated by 
the indicative signs of the Ji^mcthSpoda-ending ; and ' certainly no' ihdioa* 
tive sign can set aside Direct Assertion”. 

Answer — ^There is no setting abide of Direct Assertion in this ofise. 
What 'the -verb ‘ upatisthate'* literally • means' is standing •' ricai,^— -and' this 
standing near is for the purpose ei addressing j the 'meaning of the sentence 
being that ‘ in order to acoomiplish thh act of addressivig, one 'Should stand 
near the Fire ’ ; — such being the direct denotation of the ro6t ‘ sthd ' by 
■virtue of the Atmanep’add'-ehdimifp. • Hence there is 'no • contradiction involved 
ih' oiir' view. 

Says the Opponent— r'‘.‘’EV'eh so; the Mantra is the instrument of the 
act of addressing; not of the standing near'; -so - that the absence of all 
conneoS&n between the standing near and the Mantra stiU remains ; and 
in that case the juxtaposition of the two ■ (‘Preffea ’ and ^Upasthdna^ 

■ standing near^) in the sentence ‘ Prs^ih'upatiephate would be meaningless 

Answer — 'While accomplishing the act of addressing, the Mantra does 
become the instrument of ‘ Upasthdna ’ ; inasmuch as it accomplishes the 
purpose of the ‘standing near’ ; if it ’were purposeless, it would not be 
done at all. 

'From aU this it follows that the term ‘ Prspha ’ stands fer the Mantra- 
Uxts [Answer to Question (J5)] ; — and when it stands for Mantras, then there 
is no room for any details ; as there are no details in connection with Mantras, 
these b^g entirely without details^ — [Answer to Question (A)]. 


End of Pdda 4ii of Adhy&ya VIL 
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ABHYIYA VII. 

PlDA IV. 

Adhikabana (X) : In connection with the ^ Saurya-charu ^ 
there are certain details of Procedure. 

SUTRA (1). 

Inasmuch as there is no injunction of the Procedure, the 

SAORiriOE SHOULD TAKE IT IN FROM WHAT HAS 
GONE BEFORE. 

Bhdsya. 

[Instances of ‘ transference ’ indicated by Name have been dealt with 
so far; now we are going to deal with cases where the. ‘transference’ 
is inferred.'] 

Without reference to any particular sacrifice, we read — ‘ Sawryam 
charum nirvapU brahrmvardiaaakdniah ’ [‘ One desiring Brahmic glory 
should offer Cooked Rice dedicated to SHrya ’]. — ^In regard to this--r(a) it 
has been tmderstood imder Su. 2, 3. 14 that a sacrifice is enjoined here; 
— {6) it has also been explained under Sfi. 6. 1. 3, that ‘ as between the 
Sacrifice and its Besult, the Sacrifice is the subordinate, and the Result the 
principal factor ;^(c) further, it has been pointed out, under 2. 1. 6, that 
the Sacrifice brings about an rmseen. force {Apurva), and from this force, 
at some future time, follows the Result. — ^Thus, in view of aU these con- 
clusions, what the sentence ‘ One desiring Brahmic glory should offer 
Cooked Rice dedicated to SHrya ’ means is that ‘ By means of the Saurya 
sacrifice, having brought about the unseen force, the man desiring Brahmic 
glory, should accomplish this glory for himself *. 

Olfection — “ In a case where the sacrifice is spoken of by means of a 
wordTwith the Instrumental Ending, it is right that it should be regarded 
as a subordinate factor ; e.g. in the sentence ‘ Jyotiatomma svargdkdmo 
yijeta* ’, in the case of the text in question Sawryam charum nirvapet’), 
however, there being no Instrumental Ending, whence is the sense of the 
Instrumental obtained ? ” 

Answer — ^What is the use here of the Sacrifice being spoken of by means 
of a word with the Instrumental Ending, — ^when it is in the very nature 
of things that actions are subordinate to their Results ? In fact, even in 
cases where the Instrumental Ending does appear, it is ineffective, as the 
sense of the Instrumental is already got at. — Similarly, in cases where the 
Aocraative Ending is used — as in the sentence ‘ Agnihotram juhuydt — we 
might either alter the case-ending (changing ‘ agnihotram ’ into ‘ agni- 
hotrerf£i'), or regard the sense of the ‘ most desired ’ (which* is connoted 
by the Accusative Ending) as not meant to be significant ; or we may even 
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regard the case-ending as meaningless; — ^but in no case can the idea of 
the action -being subordinate to the Result be got over. Hence it follows 
that in' the sentence in question (‘ Sauryam charum, etc.’) what is laid down 
is the bringing about of the tjnseen Force by means of the Sacrifice. Now 
here, the Sacrifice is well known as something of common experience ; but it is 
not known in what manner the Unseen Force is brought into existence by 
its means ; because all that the text says is that ‘ one should bring about the 
Unseen Force by means of the Sacrifice ’ ; and the procedure of how it is to 
be brought about is not laid down. In the case of things where the 
JE^rooedure is well known, — as in the case of the injunction ‘ one should cook 
rice — all that the injunction teaches is that ‘ the act ought to be done ’ ; 
whfflre however the Procedure is not known, such actions are enjoined 
along with the Proeedme ; as we find in the case of the DaraJ^-Pilrtjiamasa 
sacrifices. — Thus then, the conclusion is that since the Procedure whereby 
the .Saciiflee would bring about the Unseen Result has not been laid down 
in the injunctive text, therefore the injunction is, to that extent, 
inobmplete. 

Obj^ion — “If the Procedure is there in the world, it must become 
known ; if it is not there, how can it ever become known ? ” 

Answer — ^True^ the ProCedture is there — both ordinary and Vedic 
^scriptural) ; the ordinary procedure is that observed in the case of the 
SihAlipdha in connection with, the P&rvaijmhrdddha and such other acts ; 
and the Vedic procedure is that obswved in the case of the Darsha- 
Pimymasa and other sacrifioes. — ^Now in the case 'in question, if the 
injunction of the >SaMrya-sacrifioe is to be taken as preceded by, and 
dependent upon, the injunctions of the Darsha-Purnamdsa and other 
sacrifices, — and the meaning of the injunction is taken to be that ‘ The 
Unseen Force is to be brought .alKkit by means of Sawrya-saorijice in 
accordance with the Procedure already learnt (from the preceding 
injimctions) ’, — ^then alone it is right that the injunction of the Saurya- 
sacrifioe itself should contain no injunction of its procedure; — and as a 
matter of fact, the injunction of the ^fat^rj/a-sacrifice does not contain an* 
injunction of its procedure ; — hence it follows that, masrrmch as there is no 
injimcHon of the Procedure, the Sacrifice shovM take it from what has gone 
before (Su.),— i.e. it should be taken as having the same procedure as that 
which has been already laid down (in the preceding injunctions of other 
sacrifices). 

Qu^ion — “ There are some people who take the term ‘ yajeta ’ to 
mean ‘ should bring about the Sacrifice ’, and the term ^ juhuyat ’ as ‘ should 
bring about the Homa ’ [and do not take them to mean ‘ should bring about 
the Unseen Force by means of the Sacrifice, or Homa ’]. Do not these 
people need to find out what the details (of the acts) should be ? ” 

.dnswer— Certainly, they do need to find it out. Though it may be 
that (for these people) the Sacrifice, having its process already known, may 
be duly offered to the prescribed deity, — yet, when it comes to be performed 
for the purpose of obtaining a particular result, there is need to finH out 
\ its accessory details ;— bwause np results follow from an act that is 
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performed without its details,— “ How do you know that ? ’’—When a man 
offers an impure substance, — ^while he is himself unclean, or lying down, 
or with feet raised, — ^with his left hand, or with his foot,— somehow or 
other to a Deity, — ^he does not obtain the result of the offering 5 such is the 
opinion of all cultured people ; — on the other hand, if the man offers a pure 
substance, — at a clean place, — ^while he is himself self-controlled, facing the^ 
east,— with his right hand, — ^with mind collected, — and with proper. Manilas, 
— ^and in due accordance with rules, — ^to the proper deity, — ^he does obtain 
the result ;-7-such also is their opinion. — ^Thus it is clear that wherever a 
saeriBce has been laid down as to be performed, for the obtaining of a result, 
it must .stand in need of definite accessory details. 

E¥om all this it follows that sacrifices like the Saurya must need certain 
accessory details ; and when the need is there, it is to be met,— in the case 
of the sacrifice which is itself a Primary Sacrificer-by being connected 
with the details that may be found to be laid down in. close proxhnLty (with 
reference to other sacrifices) ; — and in the case of the sacrifice which is an 
Ectype of another original Primary Sacrifice, — ^by being connected with 
those details that may be inferred [i.e. implied under the general law that 
the Ectype is to be performed like its Archetype], 


ApmsiAiRAiyA (2) : The, Procedure to he adopted at the 
^ Saurya^ sacrifice should he ^ Vedic^ 

SUTRA (2). 

{RfetVAPAK^A}— “ It SHOTJIiD BE THE^ ‘ OBDUSTABY ’ ONE, BBOAITSB ITS 
.FTTNOTIONINa HAS BEEN SEEK.” 

BMsya. 

Now we proceed to consider the question — ^Is there no restriction as to 
whether the Procedure adopted at the ‘ Sava^a ' sacrifice may be either the 
‘ ordinary ’ or the ‘ Vedic ’ one ? Or must it be the ‘ ordinary ’ one ? 
Or the ‘ Vedic ’ one ? 

The first idea is that there can be no restriction, as there are no grounds 
ior making a distinction. 

Against this we have the following, which is th.Q Pufvt^pahsa yiew :-r- 
“ It ahotH^ be the ‘ ordinary ’ one ; i.e. it — ^the method of Procedxure , — shouM 
he ‘ ordinary ’ one j — -why ? — because ^its functioning has been seen ; the 
2^dtioning of the ‘ordinary’ procedure has been seen in several 
mstanoea ; for instance, at the \&thaii-paka in connection with the P&rvatjta-. 
shrdddha ^, at the ‘ Cooked Rice offering at the A§fakd \,a,t the ‘ JigraMya/i^i 
sacrifice and so on in. several oases, where an Unseen Force is brought 
about by the sacrifice, — ^we have seen the functioning of the ‘.ordinary’ 
Procedure. From these oases we deduce the affirmative premiss that 
‘whenever a sacrifice produces the. Unseen Force, such is the Procedure 
adopted ’ [then comes the minor ' premiss] ‘ this Saurya sacrifice is a 
focrifice (bringing about the Unseen Force) ’ ;-r-[then comes the '^conclusion] 
the same should be the Proo^ure to be adopted’.” 

StiTRA (3). 

It may be BIFEEBENT EBOM that, WHEBB thebe is a BECOiABATIOlir 
TO .THAT EEEEOT.** 

Bhd§ya. 

“ The question is put — ‘ Is this the universal rule — ^that in all cases, 
the Procedure must be the ordinary qqs) ? — Such appears to be the case — 
Our answer to this is that ii miry be different from the' ordinary, when there 
is a declaration to that effect ; that is^ in a case where there is a declaration 
to the effect that the Vedic Procedure' i^puld be adopted, the ‘ ordinal ’ . 
procedure shall hot be ^adopted. ■; beoauEie in that case, on the strength of 
that declaration, the Vedic Procedure hhould be adopted ; as in the case 
of the Upasads and the Qrharh^^P ' r 


1304 


SHABABA-BHi§YA : 

SliTRA (4). 


[SIDDBINTA] — ^I3S( BBALETY, CT SHOXTLl) BE DBTEBMIOTI) BY MEANS OF 
THE INDICATIVE ; BEOADSE THE INDICATIVE IS SUBSEEVIBNT 

TO IT. 

Bhasya. 

In reaEty, it is hy means of the Indicative that the Brocediire shotdd be 
determined , — ^Which one shonld it be t— That which would be indicated 
by the Indicative. In the present case, the Indicative points to the Vedie 
Procedure ; — Whence the Vedie Procedure is the one that diould be adopted. — 
“ Wliat fe the Indicative ? ” — ^It is as follows — ^In connection with Saury a- 
offering of GooJced Mice, it is declared — ‘ At the Praydja, be offers the oblation 
of a gold-piece ’ ; similarly in connection with the offering to Indra-Brhaapati 
it is said — ‘ He lops off half of the Grass, not the other half, — ^the half that 
he has himself lopped off he spreads on the altar, not the other half ’ ; again 
— ‘At the Pitryajha, he does not appoint a Hotr, nor an Araeya\ All 
these indicative texts point to the conclusion that the Procedure to be 
adopted at the /Sawrj/a-saerifice should be the Vedie one. — “ How so 1 ” — 
Became the Indicative is subservient to it ; i.e. the Prayaja and the rest are 
all subservient to, — subserve the purposes of-^the ‘ Unseen Force ’ brought 
about by the sacrifice laid down in the Veda ; and hence it is only when 
the sacrifices woxild be performed in accordance with the Procedure laid down 
in the Veda that they would bring about the said TJnseen Force j and in 
that case alone could such declarations be justifiable as — ‘ Offers the gold- 
piece at each Praydja \ — ^From aU this it folloTys that the Procedure to be 
adopted at the Saurya-mGti&ce should be determined to be the Vedie one^, 

SUTRA (5). 

[Objection (A)] — “ Not so ; because the texts have no beason 

BEHIND THEM ; AS THEY SHOXJDD BE TAKBE AS DECLABATIONS 
DESOBIPTIVE of EXISTING THINGS.” 

Bhasya. 

The phrase ‘ api vd ’ means * it is not so ’. The Opponent says — “ It 
is not right that the Vedie Procedure should be adopted at the Sam'ya- 
sacrifiee ; because the indicative texts quoted cannot serve the purpose of 
restricting the choice to the Vedie Procedure. — ‘ Why 1 ’ — Because the 
texts have no reason hehmd them tit is only when a declaration has reason 
behind it that it proves its objective, — and the texts quoted do not have 
any reason behind them.’' In fact it: i? not right that the Vedie Procedure 
should be adopted (at the. i^aw^/orsacrifice) i because that Procedure is 
restricted to the Dorsha’^PwijMmdsa other sacrifices by ‘Context’ 
and the other circtunstances. — * What then, is the meaning of the indicative 
texts that have been quoted ? ’—The answer to this is that they should he 
taken as declarations descriptive of eadstmg thmgs ; for instance, the 
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declaration that ‘He lops off half of the Grass, not the other half’ can 
refer only to a case where the Qram is actually there ; because what is 
asserted here can apply only to such Grass as is actually there ; — ^in the 
case of the jS'aiirj/a-saorifice, however, there is no Qrass. [Hence the declara- 
tion can have no bearing upon the ^S'awM/a-sacrifice.] — Similarly the other 
declaration also — ‘ He does not appoint the Hotr, nor the Arseya ’ — should 
be token as descriptive of an existing fact — ‘ If it is descriptive of an existing 
fact, then it is useless — ^What can be done, when there is no useful purpose 
served by it? — ^As for the declaration ‘.At each Praydja, he offers the 
golden piece ’, it would apply to the Praydjas themselves. — ‘ But how can 
this same sentence lay down the Praydjas as also the offering of the gold- 
piece at the Praydja ? Such an interpretation would involve a syntactical 
split’, — ^In that case it may not be taken as la5dng down the Praydjas^ 
it may be .taken only as laying dovm the offering of the gold-piece at the 
Praydja I — and the performer will naturally perform the Praydjas also, 
as without performing the Praydja, there could be no offering of the gold- 
piece at the Pmyuya.— -Thus (inasmuch as none, of the texts quoted has 
any bearing upon the /S'atw^ct-sacirifice), there is no text indicative of the 
fact that it is the Vedic Procedure alone that should be adopted at the 
Sawrya-Bacvi&CQ ; on the other hand, for reasons already stated (under Su. 
2 and 3), it is clear that it is the ordinary Procedure that should be adopted 
at it.’’ . 

S0TRA (6). 

[Objection (B)] — “ Ihasmuos as the simtjltaneoits adoption op 

THE ACOESSOBY DETAILS WOULD BE MUTUALLY INCOMPATIBLE, 
THEBE SHOULD BE ADOPTION (OE .ONE OB THE OTHEB) 
ACCORDING ’to THE PURPOSE SERVED BY THEM.” 

BM§ya. 

“ [The Siddhantm may say] — ‘ Why cannot both the Procedures be 
adopted together ? — ^What would be the advantage of this ? — ^The 
advantage would be this that the need of aU the sacrifices for both 
Procedmes would not be set aside by either one of the two only being 
adopted*. 

“ The answer to this is as follows : — If both were to function together, 
— then if the sacrifice were entirely completed by means of. one Procedure 
only, the functioning of the other would be entirely incompatible (absurd). 

“ Thus there being mutual mcompaiihiUly between the simultaneous 
fimctioning of both, — there should he adoption of one or the other according 
to the purposes served hy diem ; i.e. only one of them should function at any 
one sacrifice.-r-‘ But how can the functionmg of only one Procedure secure 
the adoption of the accessory details according to the purposes served ? ’ — 
When certain accessory details have already appeared for certain purposes 
at the original Primary Sacrifice {Darsha-PHrij^mdsa), those details would 
appear at the Ectype (the Saurya) also for the same pucposes. Otherwise, 
if the other Procedure were adoptedl, the . details of that would not come in 
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in ■ accordance with the’ same purposes as those of the details mentioned 
above because the pui^oses of the above-mentioned details would have been 
already served by thoS© details themselves. It is for this reason that it is 
only' ^hen . there is funetiojoing of only one Procedure that ihe details are 
adopted in accordance’ with the purposes served by them; thus it is that 
the words of the Svira -*' YaiharihaTcalpana syat’ hae been taken to mean 
that ‘ only one of them should function at amy one sacrifice — ^And if only 
one Procedure has to be adopted, it sho’uld be the ordmary one, for reasons 
already set forth above (under Su. 2 and 3).” 

SUTRA (7). 

In fact, inasmuch as [the Vebio Pbooedure] has 

CLAIMS [to be adopted], THE CHOICE SHOULD BE EESTBICTBD 
TO THAT ; BECAUSE THE ACCESSORY DETAILS ARE EXPRESSIVE 
OF THAt CONCLUSION ; SPECIALLY BECAUSE THESE 
DETAILS ARE CONNECTED [WITH THAT PROCEDURE], 

— ^AS IN THE CASE OF NAMES ; — ^AND AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE TERM ‘ DHlNU ’ CONNECTED 
WITH THE TERM ‘ KISHORA 

Ehdsya. 

The term ‘ tM ’ {‘in fact ’) implies the rejection of the views set forth 
above. 

It wo\dd not be right to hold that the Ordmary Procedure should be 
adopted at the 8mirya sacrifice ; in fact, the choice shoidd be restricted to the 
Vedic Procedttre.- — “ Why ? ” — ^Because the Vedio Procedure has dawns to he 
adopted ; as a matter of fact, the. Vedic Procedure also has claims of being 
adopted, at tbe Sawrya ; because that Procedture also pro’vides a method of 
bringing, about the Unseen Force. And when both the Procedures 
{ordinary as well as Vedic) have equal claims to be adopted, it is the Vedic 
one that should he actually adopted ; — because the accessqry details are 
expressive of that condusion ; that is, the accessory details, in the shape of 
the Proeydja and the rest, being foimd at the Sawrya and other such sacrifices 
are expressive of — ^point to — ^bhe said conclusion that the Procedure to be 
adopted at it should be the Vedic one. — “ Why so ? ” — Became these details 
are connected — wi^ that procedwre ; and hence, through association, they 
point to it ; — as in the case of Names ; — ^i.e. just as the name ‘ Agnihotra ’ 
applied to the Kundapayvndmayofna expressive of a sacrifice and as such 
brings along with itself all the. details connected •with that sacrifice, — ^because 
in the absence of those details, the .application of the said name would be 
improper ; and hence it is tmderstood that those details are present at that 
sacrifice ; — ^in the same manner, in* thp case in question also, it being found 
that the presence of the Praydja, e’^tJ. (at the Samya) would not be proper 
if the Procedure were not VedM^ it is understood that the Vedic Procedure 
also must find room there.’ — “ In, the absence of reasons, a mere indication 
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►cannot prove anything — ^I^e, that is so ; but the reason has already 
’been stated — inasmuch m the VedAc Procedure Jms daima ^^u.). 

It has been argued that “ it is the Ordinary Procedure whose functioning 
is visible — Oiu* answer to that is that, even though the functioning of the 
-Ordinmy Procedure be possible, yet the choice should be restricted to the 
VeidJifi Procedmfi—''' How so ? ” — As m the, case of the term " dhenu ' 
connected toith the te^-nn ‘ 'hishora ’ ; that is, in the case of the expression 
‘ Krpyxhi^hord dfiemdi even though the term ‘ dhenu ’ has been found 
to be used in the sense of the newly -delivered coty, yet by reason of the 
name {‘dMnu^) being applicable to newly-delivered animals in general, it 
has claims of being applied to the newly-delivered mare also ; and that in 
the particular expression quoted, the term does stand for the newly-delivered 
mare is admitted on the basis of the indicative word ‘ ’ (which 

stands for the colt, the young one of the mare, not of the cow). Similarly in 
the case in question also, even though the functioning of the Ordinary 
Procedure may be seen, yet, by reason of both being equally ‘ Procedure 
. and hence having equal claims to be adopted, it should be taken as restricted 
t(> the Vedic Procedure only, on the basis of the indicative texts (quoted 
under Su, 4). 

SUTRA (8). 

[Objection] — “ In fact, because the oeigins (of the accbssoky 

DETAILS) ARE EQUAL, THEREFORE THEY. SHOULD FIND ROOM 
IN ACCORDANCE WITH THEIR RESPECTIVE SPHERES;” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ In fact, th,e .choice cannot be restricted by means of Indicative texts. 
— ‘.Why?’ — Because the origins are equal', that is, the origins of the 
accessory details-T-Praydjio and the rest, — are equal ; i.e. all of them appear 
as subsddiary ,to the Agneya and other sacrifices, not as subsidiaries among 
themselyes. — ‘ What then ? ’ — the Anuydja and the rest were subsidiaries 
to the Praydfd and the rest, then, — ^in accordance with the law that ‘ where 
the Primary there its subsidiaries — the presence of the Praydja would 
lead to the inference of the presence of the Anuydja and the rest ; when, 
however, they all equally belong to other Primaries, — ^the presence of 
the Prceyaja might lead to the inference of the presence of the Praydjas 
■ and theTdetaUs of the Pra/ydjas, — ^not of the Anuydja and the rest. — Hence 
we conclude that the Indicative text cannot be the basis for determining 
which Procedure is to be adopted. 

“It has been argued that it would be ‘ like the Name ’ ; our answer 
to that is as follows — ^In the instance cited (that of the name ‘ Agndhotra ’ 
being applied to the Kun4apdyind7naiyana), it was only right that the name 
• of one act being applied to another act should indicate the transference of the 
■details of the former act to the latter | as has been already explained; Furth©', 
in that case there is the injuhetidn;|riiat, ‘ the oblation should be offered in 
the manner of the AgruUiotra', whie in the present instance, it is a mere 
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reference ; heace there is no possibility of even the Prayaja and the rest coming- 
in, —what to say of the Anuyaja and the rest 1 — ^Hence the case of the 
‘name’ bears no analogy to the ease in question. 

“ From all this it follows that they should find room in their respective 
spheres. That is to say, the Details should be adopted in connection with 
those same Apurvas (Transcendental Besults) in reference to which they 
have been prescribed.” 

The Siddhantin says— In the case of the text one should offer Goohed 
Bice dedicated to Surya, the verb may be taken as enjoining the Principal 
offering and also declaring its auxiliaries. — ‘ But how can that be done ? ’ — 
As a matter of fact, if a ‘ Principal ’ were spoken of without its auxiliaries, 
it could not serve any purpose.— Thus then, when all the said auxiliaries 
have been rendered admissible in the marmer explained above, the choice 
of a few partioTxlar ones might be made on the basis of the indicative texts 
that we have quoted. 

To this the Purvapaki^ makes the following answer — 

StiTRA (9). 

“ The ‘ ENJOrtflNG ’ (OE the PRINOrPAL) ’and the ‘ declaring ’ 

(OE THE AhXILLABIES) BY ONE AND THE SAME WORD IS 
INCOMPATIBLE.” 

Bhdsya. 

It is not possible for one and the same word to do the enjoining of the 
* Principal ’ and also the declaring of the Auxiliaries. — ^Why ? — ^Because it is 
only after the Principal has come into existence that it needs the auxiliaries ; 
and it is through this need that these are taken in. Hence what has been 
suggested is not right.— TTien again, it the word ‘ nirvapet ’ (‘ should offer ’> 
were taken as enjoining the atixiliaries also, then these latter also wotild be 
related to -the Result ; and as such they would lose their ‘ auxiliary ’ ' 
character itself. Hence this view also is not acceptable. — ^Thus the only- 
alternative left is that the ordinary Procedtire should be adopted 

SUTRA (10). 

[ Ariswer ] — ^In eaot, the ‘ Injunction- Appendix ’ should apply to 
THE Injunction, in the same manner as to the Original 
Primary ; ■ as we find indicatives pointing to 
THAT conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

In fact, the% ‘ Injunction-Appendix ’ should apply to the Injunction — i.e, 
to the Injunction of sacrifices like the Saurya ; and no ‘ ordinary ’ details 
should find place in them.^^ — “What is the meaning of ‘ Injrmction- Appendix ’ 
if mdhyanta') ” — ^It means the ^Appendix’ (anta) of the ^Injunction'' 
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i'tddhi ^). — “What ia an. ‘Injunction’ {‘vidhi ')^^' — That sentence is 
called ‘ Injunction ’ oq cojtning by which a man either takes up, or desists 
from, activity; such a sentence is called ‘Injunction’ because it mjoms 
a definite thing. For example, in coimhon parlance, when it is said 
^ DevadaMa gam ahhyaja ehuhlam' (‘Devadatta, lead the cow, the white 
one ’), the word ‘abhyaja' (‘lead’) is the Injunction and the rest is the 
Appmdm to that Injunction ; — similarly in Vedic literature also, the 
sentence ‘ One should perform the Darsha-Purnomdsa sacrifice ’ is the Opening 
Injunction, while the App&nMx to that Injunction consists of the whole 
section of the* Brahmana-text dealing with ‘ Cake«offerings ’, barring the 
(aforesaid) Principal Injunction ; as it is in association with the whole of the 
AppenMx that the said Opening Injunction prompts the man to activity 
tending to the bringing about of the Transcendental Result ; it is for this 
reason that it is called the ‘ Appendix to that Injxinction. — Similarly, the 
sentencSe ‘ One should perform the Soma-sacrifice ’ is the Opening Injunction ^ 
and the whole of the section of the Brahmana-text dealing with ‘ Soma- 
offerings ’ is the Appmdix to that Injunction. — ^This is what is meant by 
the term ‘ Injunction-Appendix ’ (as used in the Siitra). 

Now, in the case of the Saurya and other such sacrifices, we have the 
Openmg Injunction (enjoining the sacrifice itself), but there is no Appendix 
to that Injunction. So that in their case also the said Injunction-Appendix 
shoxikl have to be assumed. — “ How ? ” — ^Whenever a sentence is fomid 
to be incomplete, it can be completed either by supplying additional words 
nr by remote (indirect) construction (i.e. by connecting it with words 
separated from it) ; and this latter method of ‘ remote construction ’ is 
superior to that of ‘ supplying additional words ’ ; because in the latter 
case such words have to be introduced as do not occur in the Veda, while 
in the former, the words with which the sentence is construed are such as 
are contained in the Veda itself. It is for this reason that a remote Brahmana- ' 
text is assumed to be the completer of the sentence that is found to be 
incomplete ; for instance, such Brahmana-texts' as ‘ Should sacrifice 
Kapfnjala-bvrds to Vasanta ’, ‘ Should offer Kalavinltsa-hirds to Gnama ’. — 
From all this it follows that the Procedure to be admitted to the Saurya 
sacrifice should be the Vedic one. 

Objection — “If the remote Brahmana-text ia taken as the Appendix 
(sequel) to the Injunctive text in question, then it cannot be construed 
where it stands, and thus it becomes like the ‘ dancing peacock ’ ; when 
the peacock dances, some feathers become exposed while others disappear 
(and this goes on changing continuously) ; in the case in question, the text 
disappears from one place and appears in another.” 

This does not affect the case at all. Because the connection (presence) 
of the Brahmana-text where it actually occurs is perceptible, while its 
cormection with the (remoter) Injunction is only inferred ; and what is 
inferred cannot set aside what is percepUhle. 

“ In that case it comes to this th^it the text cannot be construed with 
the Injimction in question, as such connection would be contrary to the 
other perceptible connection.’’ 
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That would be so if there were real incompatibility between the two ; 
as a matter of fact, however, there is no such incompatibility ; hence the 
text could be construed where it occurs, as also with the remoter Injimction 
in question. 

This is what is meant by the words of the Sutra — The ‘ Injunction- 
Appendix should apply to the Injunction,- in the same manner as to the 
Original Primary. 

Says the Opponent — “What is meant by the term ‘ prakrtivat ' {‘in 
the same mamner as to the Original Primary ’ ) ? In fact, it is in the eighth 
Adhyaya that it is going to be determined what is the ‘ Original Primary, ’ 
of what 

What is meant by the term is as follows : — ^The Injunction- Appendix 
{Le. the Procedure) would come in like that of the Original Primary ; that is, 
the Procedure at a sacrifice would foe like that of that particular sacrifice 
which is its Original Primary (Archetype) ; for instance, the sacrifice which 
has the Agneya for its Original Primary will obtain its procedure from the 
Agniya ; that of which the Agnlsomlya is the Original Primary will obtain 
it from the Agnlfomiya ; and so on, in all cases. 

“But why cannot the ordinary ‘ Appendix.’ be, assumed forr the 
Injunction (of the Saurya) ? ’’ 

Answer — As there is no ordinary ‘ Injunction ’, there can be no ordinary 
‘ Injunction-Appendix ’ ; how then can; one be assumed ? 

“ Let the ordinary Procedure be adopted ; why need there be any 
assumption of the Appendix to the Injunction ? ” 

Answer — ^The Procedure admissible in the case is the Vedio, not the 
ordinary, one. 

‘‘ But why y ” 

TFe find Indicatives pointing to that conclusion (Su.),-— that is, texts 
indicating the admission of the Praydja and other details (as explained 
under Su. 4, above). 

SUTRA (11). 

{Objection] — “ Inasmuch as (the adoption of the Vedic Procedure 

is) based upon , iNDIOATiyES, — ^EN A CASE WHERE THERE IS 
NO SUCH INDIOATTVE,- THE ‘ ORDINARY ’ PROCEDURE 
SHOULD BE ADOPTED.” 

B}id§ya. 

“If it is entirely on aocouixt of Indicatives that the Viedic Procedure is 
taken as the one to be adopted (ip' the case of the Saurya), then, in a case 
where there is no swh Indicative, Ahe ‘ Ordinary’ Procedure should have to 
be adopted ; e.g. in the case of the sacrifice enjoined in the sentence — ‘ If 
one’s brothers happen to die, one should offer the Cake baked upon eleven 
pans, dedicated to Indra-Agni 


ABUYIYA VII, PADA IV, ADHIKAEANA (2). 

SDTRA (12). ■ 
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[Aiiwer]— I kasmitoh: as ^thb ‘ Indicative ’ has the stjppoet of 

OTHEB THINGS, —AND AS THE INJUNCTIVE TEEM IS COMMON 
TO AliLj-MTHE .MATTSB COULD BE DETBEMINED EVEN 
BY A SINGLE INSTANdE ; AS IN THE CASE OF THE- 

' Rice IN THE Pot 



The answer to the above is as follows ; — What has been said might have 
been trae if the adoption of the Vedic Procedure were based entirely upon 
Indicatives as a matter of fact, however, it is not based entirely upon 
Indicatives. — “ Then on what is it based ? ” — ^It is based upon the 
‘ Appendix to the Injunction ’ ; — and the ‘ Appendix to the Injiincticsu » 
also is based upon Reason ; — and this Reason is equally applicable to all 
sacrifices, those that are ‘ Ectypal ’ (i.e. come, into the Retype by virtue 
of its ' being the Ectype of an Archetype and hence deriving its details 
therefrom) as Well as those that come in by virtue of Indicatives.—" How 
so ? ” — Became the injunctnm term ia common to all i in the injunction of 
sacrifices, there is the same injunctive term ; the Opening Injunction is there 
in the..ease of all sacrifices, — ^not so the Appmddx to the Injunction (which 
is not there in all cases) ; but still on account of the needs of the case, even 
those Opening Injunctions that have no Append/i,x of their own are also con- 
nected with the Appendix occurring elsewhere in the Brahmana-lexl.~~'Now, 
if such an Indicative, supported by reason, is found even in one case, — it 
indicates the admissibility of the same details into all those sacirifiees to 
which the said reason is applicable. Just as ia the case of i-ice-grains being 
cooked together in a pot, on pressing one grain, one infers that all the other 
grains have become cooked,— on. the ground that the same cause that 
tended to the tried grain becoming aofA has been present ia the case of other 
grains also. From all this it follows that in the case of all sacrifices (whose 
Procedure has not been expressly laid down), the Vedio .Procedure should be 
adopted. 

It has be^ argued above (trader Su. 2) that — " It is the functioning of 
the ‘ Ordinary ’ Procedure that is visible (in all cases) — Our answer -to 
that is that what the Opponent is putting forward here is an affirmative 
Universal Proposition, and such a. proposition can be accepted as true only 
when it is found to be infallibly true in all cases ; the proposition that is 
urged, however, is not infallibly true (it is fallacious); because there are 
several sacrifices, such as the Qaiwydga (Communal Sacrifice) at which the 
Ordinary Procedure is not found, to be adopted. Consequently the reason 
‘ because its functioning has been , seen (is visible, in all cases) ’ is not 
valid. 

As for the argument that— " f^he ;o|aims of the Vedic Procedure being 
only partial, the Indicatives also eptllii -only rest on that (and hence have 
only a partial application) is as follows: The ‘claims’ 

are based upon the fact of there fres^i procedure ; — the presence of 


such a Procedure can only be based upon, a verbal text ; — and what is 
learnt from the verbal 'text is that the Procedure belongs to the Daraha- 
Purnamdsa, not to all sacrifices. Hence there can be no ‘claims’ in the 
case of all sacrifices. From this we conclude that the admissibility of a 
Procedure is determined by the ‘ Appendix to the Injtmotion not by 
•anything else. 

[The Opponent raises an entirely new objection] — “Why cannot the 
sentences enjoining the Ectypal sacriflees {Saurya and the like) be accepted 
in their incomplete form, as they are ? Why should there be any ‘ completing ’ 
of them (by the importing of an ‘ Appendix ’ from elsewhere) ? ” 

Answer— -li they are incomplete, they become useless : — •“ Let them be 
■useless ; — ^what is the harm ? ” — ^In that case it is not possible for them to 
be accepted by cultured people. — “ The acceptance rnay be due to a 
mistake — When cultured people make no mistake in regard to a single 
consonant or vowel, how could they make one in regard to such a large 
body of texts ? Why too should it be regarded as a mistake ? It has been 
explained imder Sfi. 1. 2. 8 that ‘ aU these texts are equally scriptural \ 
Even if there had been a mistake committed by the learned, it could not 
have been perpetuated for many thousands of cycles. It is only right too 
that the texts should be completed on the basis of their requirements. This 
is the reason why we do not accept them as they are, incomplete ? 

Thus it becomes established that it is the Vedic Procedure that should 
be adopted (at the Saurya, etc.). 



Adhikaeana (3): At. the ^ Oavam-ayaim^ the Procedure 
to he adopted should he that of the ^ Shdha\ 

StJTRA (13). 

'[PCbvapak§a — continued ^ — “ At the ‘ Ahabgana the Peocedubb 

TO BE ADOPTED SHOULD BE THAT OE THE ‘ DvIDASHIHA 
BECAUSE THEY HAVE ALL GOT TPCAT EOE THEIE 
AeOHETYPB ; as EOB the name PEBTAINDirO 
TO THE ‘ EkAHA IT WOULD BE DUE 
TO THE COMING HSr OE ADDITIONAL 
DETAILS, — LEKB THE ‘ EkAHA ’ 

SACRIFICE rrSBLE.” 



After having enjoined the Saira, in the sentence ‘ People desiring 
•offspring should have recourse to the Oavdmoeyana % the text goes on to 
add ‘ Jyotirgaurdyuh ’ [mentioning the three names ‘ Jyotia \ ‘ Oauh ’ and 
yAyua ’ of the three parts of the Oavdmayana and also of three independent 
sacrifices]. — ^It is going to be explained under Su. 8. 1. 17 that the ‘ appendix ’ 
(Procedure) at the Oavdmayana should be that of the Dvddaahdha.' — ^Thus 
then, at the Oavdmayana, the details of the Dvddashdha would come by the 
general law (relating to the Archetype and the Ectype) ; and of the Ekdha- 
sacrifices also, some of the details come in, being mentioned as such by their 
respective names. Now those Dvddashdha-details that are not incompatible 
"with the Skdha-details come, in due course, to be performed at the 
Oavdmayana ; but there are some Dvadashdha-deiails that are incompatible 
with the Skdha-detaUs ; and in regard to these, there arises the question — 
which of the two details shall be performed — those of the Dvddaahdha ? Or 
those of the ? 

[We are now going to deal with cases where there is a conflict between the 
details whose ‘ transference ’ is indicated by Name, and those whose transference 
is indicated by inference (through the general law regarding Ectype and Archetype). 
At the Gavdmayana, there are three ‘ Days ’ (Daily Performances) — Jyotia, Qauh 
a nd Ayua. The Qavdmayana, being ^ ‘ Ectype ’ of the Dvddaahdha, the three 
parts of it {Jyotia and the rest) take in the details of that Dvddaslmha, through 
inference based upon the general law;— one of these details being the sacrificial 
fee of * One Hundred ’. On the other hand, Ihe ruime ‘ Jyotia ’ as applied to these 
indicates the application of the details of the Jyotiatoma, by which the sacrificial 
fee should be ‘ One Thousand ’^Which of these two Fees shall be given ? — That is 
the question. — Svbodhinl,'] ^ 

On this question, the Purvapdkaa view is thus set forth in the Siitra ; — 
At the Ahcergana iffie Procedure to he adopted should be that of the Dvddaahdha, 
because they have aU got that for their Archetype ; i.e. because they have the 
Dvddaahdha for tlcmx Archetype (On^al Primary), therefore the details 
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thereof come into the Gavdmayam throngh the ‘ App'endix — ‘ Brit this goes- 
against the name of the sacrifice’. — ^No, it will not go against the names- 
‘ Jyotis’ (‘ Gauh\ ‘ Aym'’)-, as these would be applicable 61/ reaeon 0/ Ae 
.com ing in of additional deta/iU,~~thsA is, by the coming in of details of the 
modifications of Hynrns and Songs in addition to those pertaining to the 
Jyotistoma ;—lihe the Shaha sacrifice itself ; that is, just as in the case of the 
Mhdha-Jyotis, the name ‘ Jyotis ’ is applied on the basis of additional details, — 
even though the details of the Jyotistoma are already there,— -so the name 
‘ Jyotis ’ is applied for the purpose of indicating the presence of additional 
details which are not found at the Jyotistoma-, — and there is 110 incom- 
patibility between these additional details and those that belong to the 
Dvddasaha. Hence it follows that when there is incompatibility between the 
details of Bvadxislvdha and those of the jSkdha, it is the former that 
should be adopted.” 


“ There is another explanation of the second half of the Sutra — 
* AdhiTcdgamdt taddkhyam sydt ekahavat \ At- the Dvadashdha, there are- 
certain details other than those at the Mhaha, — such, for instance, as 
‘ Abhiplavo'nvaham bhavati gorivitamanvaham hhavati ’ (?) ; — and it is by 
reason of these additional details coming in that the name is applied to it 
— This the Ahan (Day-sacrifice) is related to the Dvdddshdha, and is named 
Jyotis and Ayue. — How is this ? ” — Like the jEkdha ; i.e. the same Slcaha 
comes to be named ‘ Jyotd§ etc. when there enter into it those. special details 
which are over and above those pertaining to its Archetype the Jyotistoma 
similarly, in the case in question, ihose same names would be applied 
figuratively, on the basis of this similarity to the Skdha that here also 
additional details come in addition to those of its Archetype, the- 
JDvddashdha — exactly as the one-day Vishvc^it has been, called ‘ SadcAa' 
(Six-day-sacrifice) by reason of the presence thereat of those Pfsthas that 
pertain to the Sadaha — and we had the declaration ‘ That Ekdha (One-day- 
saerifice) they call the Sadaha \ (See. above, Su. 7. -3. "6 et seqi) , Similtftly 
in this case also. — ^And as the name will apply only figumtively, it cannot 
be taken as indicating the ‘ transference ’ of details.” 

SUTRA (14). 

[P0BVAPAKSA--co7ici!Md!etir] — “A lso beoatjse thebe is ah 
Indicative TEXT.” 

Bhddya. 

“ From an Indicative text also we conclude that it is the Procedure of 
the Dvddaahdha tha,t should be adopted.-r-‘ What is that Indicative text ? ’ 
— ^It is this — ‘ Dvdbhydm lormvadycdi, dvdhhyam tvacham, dvdhhydmasrh, 
dvdhhydm marhsam ’ He takes out the furs out of two, the, skin out of two, 
the blood out of two, the flesh out of two ’] ; having started with these 
details, which pertain to the dodaha sacrifice, the text goes on to say, — - 
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‘ Yad dvddmhopasado hhmxmHA a^tidrmTmlaimiravadayate ^ [‘If th&i-e m'e 
ttmlve Upasads, etc. etc. ; here we have an indication of the presence of 
‘twelve Ujoasads is a featnre of the sacrifice ; and this 

would be possible only if the whole set of details pertaining to the Dm- 
dashdha, even those incompatible with those of the SkdJia, were admitted. , 
If that were not so, then there would be only six Upasads, which is a 
feature of the Mhaha . — Prom this we conclude that the Procedure of the 
DmdrtsMAia should be adopted.” 

“ The following is another text indicative of the same conclusion- — 

‘ YasydUrihtamekadasMv^dnmlahMran na priyam bhrdtp’yamatirichySia, 
atha yad dvau dvau pashu samaayeyuh hanlya a^uli hwrmran, yadjylte 
brdhmanavantah paahava aMbhante ndpriyam hhratrvyam atyatwichyate 
na kaniya dyuh kuriMa ’ this indicates the presence, in connection 
, with the SkddaaMm (the eleven Posts) of the ‘ Vihdra' [Pasture-ground] 
which is a feature of the Dvadaahaha, — ^How 1 — ^It is only when there is 
‘ Vihdra ’, that an ‘ excess ’ of animals is possible, — and it is for fear of this 
excess that there is a combination of two animals each ; — if the details 
admitted were those of the Ekdha, then there could be no ‘ Vihara ’ ; and in 
that case the declaration here made would not be justifiable. — Hence it 
follows that the Procedure of the Dvadaahaha should be adopted.” 

SUTRA (15). 

[Sidbhaitta] — ^Not so ; because thebe is the Name oe the Sacrifice ; 

AS FOE THE ‘ ADDITIONAL DETAILS ’, THBEE IS NO VEEBAL 
AUTHORITY FOE THEM. 

Bhdsya. 

Not so ; the Procedure of the Dvddaahdha should not be adopted ; it 
is tha.t of the JEkdha that should be adopted. — “ Why so ? ” — ^Because the 
Procedure of the Dvadaahaha (which is the Archetype) is admissible only 
under the General Law (relating to the Archetype and its Ectype), — ^while 
that of the Ekdha is admissible through Name', and the Name is more 
authoritative than the General Law : — ^why ? — ^because it is directly per- 
ceptible ; the Name is directly perceptible (in the Veda) ; while the General 
Law functions through Inference.— But the Injunction-Appendix (Procedure) 
also is perceptible”. — True, but it is perceptible only in relation to the 
Archetype ; in its relation to the Ectype, it is purely mferential. As for the 
Name, it is perceptible, in relation to the Ectype also ; and Perception is 
more authoritative than Inference,— ^Hence it is the Procedure of the Ekdha 
that should be adopted. 

“ It has been explained that the Name only serves the purpose of 
admitting additional details.*’ 

The answer to this is as follows :^~A 9 '^fdt‘'ihe ‘ additional details there is 
no verbal authority for them ; iLei. there’ ife ho word signifying the additional 
details ; all such terms as ‘ Jyo^^^'eitM. thd rest are the names of acUona 
(sacrifices), — as has been made c^ear Under Su. 1, A, 2. 
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It has been asserted (in Sn. 13) that “ the name would be due to the 
coming in of additional details -Our answer to this is that Additional 
details come in, by virtue of declarations, not by virtue of Names, 

As for the argument that “ when the details are absent, the name is 
not applied ”, — as a matter of fact, there is no occasion on which the names 
in question — ‘ A.yiis ’ and the rest — ^have not been applied to the sacrifice 
in question ; how then can it be said that the Name has been seen to be 
absent (not applied) when the details have been absent ? 

Then there is the argument that “ the names ‘ Jyotis ’ and the rest 
are not applied to the Jyotistoma — ^But the reason for the name ‘ Jyotis ’ 
not being applied to the Jyotistoma lies in the fact that they are distinct 
actions, and not in the fact of its having none of its details. 

From all this it follows that, when there is incompatibility,' the Pro- 
cedure to be adopted should be that of the 3kdha. 


The following is the refutation of the second explanation (proposed on 
p. 64 of the Text) of the^seeond half of Sutra 13 — ‘ AdhikS^amat tadakhyam 
sydt, ekdhavat ’ ; — If the name is applicable .figuratively, then it can be only 
a reference, and as such useless. Hence we conclude that the Name should be 
treated as indicating the transference of details. 

StJTRA (16). 

\A suggested refutation of the Purva(pak§a'\ — What is indicated 

SHOULD BE TAKEN AS A PEOPEBTY OF THE GbOUP J APPLICABLE 
BY EEASON OF SEKVING THE SAME PUSPOSE ; AS IN 
THE CASE OF SUBSTANCES. 

Bhd§ya, 

The indicative has been cited, in the shape of the presence of the ‘ twelve 
Upasads ’. The refutation of this argument is as follows : — What is i/hMcated 
shoutd be taken as a property of the Group ; the indicative that has been cited 
(the presence of twelve Upasads) is a property of the Group. As a matter 
of fact, the Dvddashaha is a ‘ Group of Days ’ [a Group of Twelve Day- 
sacrifices), and is enjoined with a view to a definite result, in the text — 
‘ Persons desiring prosperity slipuld have recourse to the Dvddashaha ’ ; — 
the Gavdmayana also is another ‘Group of Days’, enjoined for the same 
purpose of accomplishing a definite result ; — and it is by virtue of this 
serving of the same purpose as the Dvddashaha, that it takes in the 
details of the Dvddashaha, — ^not through the force of the General Law (relating 
to Archetype and Bctype). — As m the case of substances ; in the case of 
substances, it is foimd that the details laid down in connection with the 
Vinhi become applicable to the other substances by virtue of their being 
substitutes for Vrlhi and serving the same purpose, — and nqt through the 
force of the General Law. The same is the case with the present instance. 
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S0TRA<17). 

[The above refutation critici8ed]--lT uot so; bbcatjsb the 

PROPERTY W QUESTION BELONGS TO THE ‘ ApCRVA THE 

* Group ’ being a subordinate factor. 

Ekd§ya. 

What has been xirged under the preceding Sutra is not right. — ^Why ?~ 

Bemum the property belongs to the Apurva ; that is, the presence of twelve 
Upasads is a property of the Apurva., not of the ‘ Group ’. — ^How so ? — 

Because the ^ Group' is a subordinate factor; it is the ‘Days’ (the Day- 
I sacaifiees) that constitute the ‘ principal ’ . factor in this case, and the 

I mimb pir ‘twelve’, occurring in the name ‘ Bvddashdhena ’ is subordinate to 

those ‘ Days i.e. it is their qualihcation ; and an action is always regarded 
as subsisting in what is qualified, not in the qualification ; for instance,, when 
it is said ' rdjapurmah dnlyatdm' (‘Let the Eiing’s man be. brought up’), i 

what is brought up is the Man, not the King or when it is said ‘ mrstam i 

bhunkle Devadattah' (‘ Devadatta eats savoury food’), what is understood 
I to be eaten is vegetable or Pulse. In all cases it is the Principal Factor i 

that is understood to be the substratum of the action. — ‘ What if it is ^o 7 ’ 

> — ^What follows from this is that the Result is brought about by the ‘ Days 

not by the ‘ Group and the Details belong to that which brings about the 
Result. Thus it is that the presence of twelve Upasads is not a property 
of the ‘ Group ’ ; and such being the case, the details cannot find room in 
the Gavdrmyana by virtue of their serving the same purpose as the 



Dvddashdha (as suggested under Su. 16). — 

For these reasons, the refutation put forward under Su. 16 is not right. 


SUTRA (18). 


[AnoGier criticism of the Refutation ■ suggested in -Su. 16] — In 
TB® CASE OF Substances, the details (properties) do 
BECOME admissible BY VIRTUB OF ONE SUBSTANCE 
SERVING THE PURPOSES OF THE OTHER. 


Bhd§ya. 

The instance of ‘ Substances ’ has been cited (in Sutra 16). But in the 
case of Substances, it is only right that there should be a transference of 
details (or properties ) ; because in that case when the Nirvdra serves the 
same purpose that is served by the Vnld, the former takes in the details 
of the latter. In the case in question; however, the presence of twelve 
Upasads is not a property (or detail) belonging to the ‘ Group ’ at all ; 
hence the very reason put forward is vitiated ; consequently, the instance 
of ‘ Substances ’ that has been cited is npt analogous. 

How then do ypu e3q)iain, the Indicative* text that the 
Purvapahsin has put forward ^Pilder iSttira 14) 7 - 

The answer to .that is set for^, in tl^ idljowing Sutra . — j. 
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SUTRA (19). 

What is sought to be got at by indication is aleeady 

THEKB DIEECTLY. 

Bhdsya. 

At the Qavamayana, the first ‘ day of the Dvddashaha ’ is that wliich 
is called ^ Pray a'dJiya-atirdtra '" ; it is of this latter that the presence of twelve 
Upasads is a detail ; hence when this is adopted, it is the Principal sacrifice 
that is adopts ; while if the presence of six Upasads were adopted, it would 
be the detail belonging to the subordinate sacrifices Jyotip and the rest ; 
and there is no reason why the opporttine adoption of the Principal shoxxld 
be superseded (by the adoption of the Subordinates). Thus it is for the 
honoring of the Principal that the presence of the tvtklve Upasads is 
admitted ; so that’ what is sought to be got at by means of Indication is 
actually secured by the most direct means ; and not indirectly through the 
General Law ; specially as the General Law is weaker than Name. It is also 
going to be explained later on that ‘ When there is a congregation of 
conflicting details, it is the more numerous one that should bo adopted’ 
(Su. 12. 2. 22), — ‘ Or, it should be the principal one, by reason of the 
injunction of the Apurva, as in ordinary experience ’ (Su. 12. 2. 23). 

[The whole of the above explanation of Su. 19 has been rejected by Kumarila. 
He says as follows : — The whole of this is improper. As a matter of fact, the term 
‘ prSyaniya ’ is not indicative of the transference of details ; hence how could there be 
any possibility of the coming in of tho Twelve Upasads ? Hence at the Prdyanlya, 
as also at the Ati/rdtra, the Procedure should be that of the Jyotia sacrifice. — Then 
again, the SHira 12. 2, 22, which appears to have been quoted by the Bhaaya as 
‘ PUrvapaksa is not a Purvapakaa-Svlra at all ; in fact, it embodies the Siddhanta 
position that ‘ When there is a conflict between two sets of details, one set being more 
numerous than the other, then that which is more numerous should be adopted 
(12. 2. 22) ; while when they are equal in number, the Principal One should be adopted ’ 
(12. 2. 23). — ^We are therefore ofiering another explanation of the Sutra 19 — The Pro- 
cedure of the Dvddashaha is applicable to a large number of ‘ Days while that of 
the Slcaha is applicable to a fewer number ; hence, the more numerous being adopted, 
naturally the Twelve Upasads become directly adopted. — Tuptihd.'] 

As regards the second indication that has been cited (under Su. 14) — 
in the shape of the mention of the ‘ Vihdra ’ in connection with the 
Mlcddashinl) — ^the answer is as follows : 

SUTRA (20). 

As TOE THE MENTION OE THE ‘ ViEAEA ’ (iN CONNECTION WITH THE 

EKADASHINI), it is only what has been enjoined ; BECAUSE 
ISOUATED DEOLABATIONS ARE ALWAYS TAKEN AS 
EBRTAINING TO THE ORIGINAL PEElifARY. 

Bhd§ya. 

Without reference to any sacrifice, the ‘ Vihdra ’ has been enjoined in 
connection with the Elcadashin (the Eleven Posts), in the following texts — 
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(a) ‘The animals should he those born of these* ; (5) ‘Day by day they 
should kill those animals ; on the first day they should kill that dedicated 
to Agni ; on the second, the ewe dedicated to Sarasvatl ; on the third day, 
the ram dedicated to Soma ; and at the end, that dedicated to Varuna ; 
then, reversing, on the first day, they should kill the animal dedicated to 
Agni ; on the second day, the ewe dedicated to Saraavati ; on the tlnrd day, 
the raha dedicated to Soma; and at the end the animal dedicated to 
Fomijia ’.—Inasmuch as isolated declarations (i.e. those not made in con- 
nection with any particular sacrifice), are always taken as pertaining to the 
Original Primary, — all the above details were taken as finding place in. the 
Jyotistoma (which is the Original Primary in this case) ; but, in view of the 
fact that there are not several days in connection with the Jyotistoma (which 
is performed in a single day), and hence the above-mentioned details cannot 
find room there,— they had to be taken over to another Original Primary^ 
in the shape of the DvadashAha- ; — ^but there also, what is said regarding the 
reversing ’ was found to be inapplicable to the Jyoiis and other constituents 
' of the Dvadashaha ; hence they went over' to the third Original Primary, 
in the shape of the Qavamayana ; — Whence tyhat has been sought to be got 
at through transference of details from Archetype to the Ectype, through 
the General Law, is really something thait has come to the Gavamaycma 
directly, in the manner explained above (and not by ‘ transference ’ from the 
JDvadashaha). 


End of Pdda iv of AdJyyaya VII. 



AjDHYAYA VIII. 

PlDA I. 

Adhikarana (1) : Declaration of the subject-matter of the' 
Adhydya. ' 

SUTRA (1). 

Next eoixows the treatment of particular cases [of 
‘ Extended Application or Transference]. 



The Seventh Discourse has dealt with the matter of ‘Extended Appli- 
cation’ in general; — the general principle arrived at being that ‘when 
certain sacrifices, like the Alndragna, do not have their details laid down, 
there are extended or transferred to them the details from those sacrifices 
wliich, like the Darsha-Purimmasa, have their details laid down.’ 

KTow we have to consider the following question — when details are 
transferred to a sacrifice, are they transferred from all the saerifices (that 
have their details laid down for them) ? Or from only one (such) sacrifice ? 

The Purvapahaa view is that they should be transferred from all, 
as there is no ground for making a distinction. 

The answer to this is that when the sacrifice has all its requirements 
fulfilled by the details transferred from one sacrifice, there is no reason 
why those of any other sacrifice should come into it. 

This is quite true; but it cannot be (easily) determined the details 
of which particular sacrifice are to be transferred to which one ? — And it is 
for this purpose that the consideration of particular cases becomes 
necessary — in order to determine that the details of this particular sacrifice 
are to be transferred to that. - 

This is what is declared in the beginning of Discourse VIII — Next follows 
the treatment of particular cases;— * next* — i.e. next to, after, the general 
treatment of ‘ Extended Application’, — we are going to deal with particular 
cases of it ; and each such case shall be explained at its own time. 

[Properly speaking, the Siddhdnta of this Adhikaratjta is what is stated in 
the next Sutra.] 



ADHmABANA (2) : The details * transferred ’ are those of 
a particular sax^rifice. 

Bhdsya. 

The principle underlying all particular cases of Transference is stated 
in the following : — 

StiTRA (2). 

That should be teansfereed of which there is some indi- 
cative; BECAUSE there IS CONNECTION BETWEEN THAT 
rNDICATIVB (and THAT WHICH IS TO BE TRANSFER- 
RED) ; AS IN THE CASE OF NaMES. 

Bhja^ya. 

That Vedic Procedure should he transferred to an Ectypal Sacrifice 
of which i;here is some im/UcaUve, — either in word, or in sense, — in the 
Injunction of that ectypal sacrifice, or in the ^ntence mentioning its 
auxiliaries. — Why so ? — Beccmse there is connection between that indicative and 
what is to be transferred ; that is, these two — the indicative and the particu- 
lar Procedure in question have been found, in the past, to be related,— 
and between two related things, either one is perceived, it brings 

to the mind the other, — even though this latter is not perceived,— 
through Inference j — as in the case of Names ; for instance, when we find 
the name ‘ agnihotra ’ used in connection with the Kundapayindmayana, 
it at once brings to the mind all the details of the Daily Agnihotra.-~- 
“ How does that affect the case under consideration ? ” — It is thus : — When 
there is a new sentence (incomplete in certain respects), it comes to be 
construed with any such parts (expressions) as may come to the mind and 
be found capable of supplying what is wanting in the former sentence ; for 
instance, the words — ‘ one should perform the Daraha-Purnamdaa Sacrifice ’ 
is the opening of an Injunction; it stands in need of the ‘Injunction- 
Appendix’ assef ting in what manner the said sacrifice is to be performed,— 
and as such, it becomes construed with that entire section which deals with 
Pire-kindling and other details, and which comes to the mind by reason 
of the textual connection ; — the whole sentence thus standing in the form — 
‘ One should perform the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices in such and . such 
a manner'. — Similsuly (in the case in question), the ‘Opening of the 
Injunction ’ laying • down the Ectypal Sacrifice should become construed 
with any such Vedic ‘ In junction- Appendix ’ (setting forth the Procedure) 
as may come to the mind. Eor instance, there is the ‘ Opening of an 
Injunction ’ to the* effect that * One, desiring Brahmic Glory, should 
offer Cooked Rice dedicated to Surya* {*Sauryam charum nirvapet brahma- 
vachasahdmah'); — and when this ^jafids in need of a declaration as 
to the manner in which the offer(ntg ip to be made, several Procedures 
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may come to the mind at the same time; — ^thus it is found that in this 
injunction, there is the peculiar word ‘ mrtjapef’ in the sense of ‘ offering 
which is specially connected with the Procedure of the Darsha-Pilrnamdsa 
sacrifice*; and through this indicative — in the shape of the word ‘ nirvapet\ 
— this Procedure (of the Darsha-Purtimndsa sacrifice) becomes indicated 
as the one to be adopted at the Saurya means that the entire 

procedure of the Darsfta-Purtiamasaj—which is made up of severs.! 
procedures connected with the Agnhja and other sacrifices that are 
performed in course of the Daraha-PurTpxmdsa, — should be adopted at 
nhe Saurya; — ^l)Ut it is next found that the Saurya sacrifice has the same 
deity or the same vegetable substance that forms the special feature 
of some one of those sacrifices that make up the Darska-Purnamdsa (e.g. the 
Agniya) ; — and through this specific indicative, it is decided that the Proce- 
dure to be adopted at the Saurya should be that of the Agneya, — and the 
conclusion thns arrived at is that ‘ The Cooked Bice dedicated to Surya 
should bo offered, in the manner of the Agntya ’ . — Similarly in other eases — 
‘ The Cake baked upon eleven pans and dedicated to Agni-Viaivu should be 
offered in the manner of the Agntsomiya \ ; and so on in all cases. 

Perceiving that the declaration of such rules in oonneotion with each 
individual sacrifice would be much too cumbrous, — and desiring to avoid 
it, the Author of the Vftti as used the common expression ‘ prakrtivat’ 
(‘like the original archetype’) [thus postulating the general law that ‘the 
Eetypa is to be performed in the manner of its original Archetype 

Thus the conclusion is that where the slightest common factor, — 
in the shape of a word, or sense, or offering material, or deity, or the 
form and other qualifilcations of these, — happens to be perceived, the Pro- 
cedure indicated by that should be adopted. 

' All that is necessary has been said briefly by the author (in the present 
S^tra) ; in what follows, we have only an elaboration of the same Principle, — 
set forth for the benefit of his pupils, — In this connection, they also cite 
the following couplet — 

‘ Having spread out a vast net, the sage has explained things in brief 
also; verily learned people always wish to adopt the brief as well as the 
elaborate method.’ 



Adhikabau A (3) : TU DetaOs of the ‘IstV are wt 
transferred to the ‘ Soma-sacrificed 

SUTRA (3). 

[PiliivAPAK^A]— “ The peocedurb of the ‘Isti’ should be 
adopted at the ‘Soma-sacrifice’, because it 
HAS BEEN ALREADY IN OPERATION/’ 

Bhd?ya. 

There is the text— ‘ Jyotistomerui svargakamo yajeta ’ [ D^iring Heaven, 
OM should perform the Jyot^torm sacrifice’].-^ regard to this ei^ 
arises a question as to the Procedure to be adoptedat ' 

which sacrifice would the Procedure be ‘ transferred to this Jyottatoma 1 

On this question, the Purmpfiksa view is as ifollows “ The procedure 
of the •latV should be adopted «« th^ < S<yrm-aacHfice\ because has been 
already in operation ’ ; that is the procedure to be adopted at the Scum {Jy^j- 
toma) sacrifice should be that of the Daraha-Pi^mmasa.— Why . 
it has been already in operation; as a matter of fact, the Proce ° 
DarsJuz-Purimmdsa has already been in operation at the 
tory) and other latis, -snch as the Dlksav.lya, the Imhya,^e Prayar^^ya, 
and the Paahu ; and it is after these have been performed that there follows 
HieSoma-mcrifice; and from the fact of the particular Procedure that has 
been in operation, it follows that the same should be adopted at this 
Soma-sacrifice also. For instance, when it is said-‘Devadatta should 
be fed, Visnumitra should be fed, also Mathara, Kaundmya, and Bharad- 
vaja,’— it is inferred that the term ‘should be fed’, which has 
operation in connection with the first two names, should be connected with 
the last three names also.-From all this it follows that the Procedure 
to be adopted at the Sotna should be that of the Daraha-Purr^rmaa: 

SUTRA (4). 

[POB.V AiBAKSA—concluded] — “Also because we find texts 

INDICATIVE OF THE SAME CONCLUSIQN.” 

BMsya. 

“In connection with ’the Sovna-Sacr^ce, vfe find the declaration 
• Taayaikashatam praydjdnuydfdh'.^V.T^&ce are in it a hundred Praydjaa 
and Anni/yajaa'} ; and the Praydjaa and the Anuydjaa are details connected 
ydth the Isti l^DoA'sha-Purnarndad) ; dvorA this it follows that the Procedure 
adopted at the (Soma should b6 " ’ ' ' ' * 
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SUTRA (5). 


[SiDDHANTAJ—In BEALITY, the ‘ SOMA-SAOKIFIOB ’ SHOULD BE 
BEGAHDED AS AN INDEBEND^SHT SACBIEIOB, BBOATJSB IT HAS 
ITS ENTIEB EBOOEDtlBB LAID DOWN 

Bha§ya. 

The ‘ Soma ’ is an independent sacrifice, and as such it does not borrow 
its details from any other sacrifice. — ^Why so ?’ — Because it has its entire 
procedure laid down', it has been explained that ‘when the procedure of 
a sacrifice is not laid down, that sacrifice should be regarded as dependent 
upon another’ (SUtra 7. 4. 1); — in the OMe of the Soma-sacrifice however, it 
is found that its Procedure has been laid down ; — hence it follows that it is 
independent. 

[According to Kumarila the statement of the Siddhanta in the SStra and in the 
Bhaaya is incomplete ; in his opinion, it should have been stated in this form-— 
‘ When a sacrifice has all its required details laid down in proximity to itself,'— and 
all ita requirements are thereby met, — then alone it can be regarded as having its 
entire procedure laid down ; and hence independent.^] 

SUTRA (6), 

Also because the absence of ‘poueing with the Seuk’ has 

BEEN DBSOEIBBD AS A PEEMANENT FEATUBE. 

Bhaaya 

In connection with the Soma-sacrifice, thoTe is the following description 
of the absence of ‘ Pouring of Clarified Butter with the Sruk ’ — ‘ Ghrtam vai 
imd mjram hrtvd somamaghnan sruchau vdhu, tasmat srucM somahavir- 
ndsddyatl, na somamdjyendbhighdrayantV [‘The deities made Clarified 
Butter the thunderbolt, and struck the Soma with the arm*Iike Sruks ; 
therefore the (Soma- offering is not contained in the Sruk and they do not pour 
Clarified Butter over the Soma\ — This statement can be right only if the 
Soma is an independent sacrifice] ; if it has the Baraha-PUrnamdsa for its 
original archetype, then the Clarified Butter must be poured over the Soma, 
which must be offered with the Sruk [as this is what is done at the Darsha- 
Biirnamdsa] ; and in that case, the statement quoted would be wrong. — 
Prom this also it follows that the ‘ Soma ’ is an independent sacrifice. 

SUTRA (7). 

“It may be an Injuncthon if this is ueged [then the 
answer is as given in the next Sutra]. 

Bhaaya 

[Says the Opponent] — “ Your view is that, ‘ because we find the mention 
of the absence of Pouring with the Sruk. the Soma should be regarded as an 
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independent sacrifice’ ; but why cannot the sentence quoted be taken as an 
Jrywncitow prohibiting the Pownngr with the Sruk which would come in at 
the Soma- sacrifice by virtue of its having the Darsha-Purtm7msa for iti^ 
original Archetype ? ” 

This Proposition having been put forward, the following Sut7'a refutes it. 


SUTEA (8). 

That CANNOT be ; because it is supplementary to another 

SENTENCE. 

Bhasya. 

The sentence in question cannot be an Injunction. — ^Why ? — Because it 
is supplementary to another sentence; there is another, injunction in this 
connection (to which the sentence in question is supplementary) ; — that 
injunction is id the form of the following Mcwtro: — ‘ Anishuramshuste diva 
somdpyayatdm ’ [‘ 0 divine Soma ! may each piece of yours prosper ’J ; and it 
is to this that the sentence quoted (‘ Ghrtam vai devdh, etc.’) is supple- 
mentary. — “How do you know that ? ” — ^It is deduced from the fact that it 
is required (as commendatory) to the said injunction. The whole passage 
stands thus — ‘When they extract the juice from, the Soma, if they make use 
of the Sruh in the place of hands, — or if they introduce clarified butter, — they 
kill the Soma’ ; it is with this view that the Mantra says — 0 dmime Soma ! 
may each piece of yours prosper ! In this way they satisfy the Ksum as well 
as the Aksura of the person who has secured the Soma. [Here we have the 
injunction declaring that the Sruh should not be xised and that the Clarified 
Butter should not be introduced ; and as a commendatory supplement 
to this we have the passage quoted before tinder Su- 6] ; if this also were an 
Injunction, then there would be a syntactical split j hence it cannot be 
regarded as an Injunction. 

SUTEA (9). 

Also because the ‘absence of fasting’ is mentioneb as a 

POSSIBLE CONTINGENCY. 

Bhasya. 

In regard to the Sama-saopifice, a possible contingency is mentioned — 
‘ If one went forward wUhout fasting, they would drag him to tiie other 
world with his neck tied up’. — If the Procedure of the Darsha-Purncmdsa 
were meant to be adopted at the Sinm-saorifice, Fasting would be an 
essential factor, and .there would never he any possibility of there being ‘ no 
fasting ’ ; hence no such contingency nould he spoken of. — From this it. 
follows that the * Soma ’ is an indepepdent sacrifice. 
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StJTRA (10). 

The presence oe some details rebated to ‘ I§ti ’ can be 

EASILY EXPLAINED, 

Bhd^ya, 

The presence of the ‘ Prayajas and Anuydjas ’ has been brought forward 
as indicating that the details of the Darsha’Pur'mmaga find place in the 
Soma, — the text quoted being, ‘ There are a hundred Prayajas and Anu- 
ydjas ’ . — But what are spoken of collectively in this texi are those Prayajas 
and Anuydjas which appear at the Diksanlyd and the other sacrifices that 
are auxiliary to the Soma. — “ What is the reason for this view ? ” — The 
reason is that as a matter of fact, the Soma is an independent sacrifice by 
itself, and the said number of Prayajas and Anuydjas are actually present 
at the said auxiliaries; and hence these Prayajas and Anuydjas, being 
auxiliary to its .auxiliaries, can be spoken of as auxiliaries to the Soma 
itself ; just as the Sacrificial Post is spoken of as auxiliary to the Vdjapeya 
(though it is auxiliary to the Pashu-aacriftce which is auxiliary to the 
Vdjapeya). — From all this it follows that the Soma is an independent 
sacrifice. 



Adhikarana (4): The Details of the ‘ Isti’ are to he 
transferred to the ‘‘ Aindrdgna ’ and other sacrifices, 

SUTRA (11). 

At the ‘Istis’, the Pbocedhbe-oe the Dabsha-PCbnamasa 

SHOULD BE ADOPTED. 

BM§ya. 

The ‘ -sacrifices are the subject-matter of this Adhiharatia , — those 
that are laid down in such texts as — ‘ Aindrdgnamekadashahapdlam nifmpdt 
prajdMmah ’ [‘ One desiring offspring should offer the Cake baked on eleven 
pans, dedicated to Indra-Agni']. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — ^At these Ispis which is the 
Procedure that should be adopted ? — may it be that of the Dar^ha-Pun^uimdsa 
or that of the Soma (optionally) ? or must it be that of the Darsha-PUnpx,, 
mdsa alone ? 

The Pwrva/paksa view is as follows — “ There is no restriction ; there is 
a Procedure laid down in connection with the Varsha-Purnamdsa sacrifices, 
and there is also one laid down in connection with the Soma-aawifice ; — -the 
Ispis in question stand in need of a Procedure; — it has been already 
explained that at each sacrifice there can be only one Procedure ; — we do 
not find any grounds for differentiating between the Procedure of the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa and that of the Soma ; — Whence it follows that there can 
be no restriction [and one or the other may be adopted optionally].” 

In answer to the aboye, we have the following Siddhdnta : — Ap the ‘ lapis \ 
the Procedure of the Dc^sha-Purnofindaa should he adopted ; no reason has been 
adduced in the Supra, as it is well-known. — “What is that reason ?”— -The 
reason lies in the fact that in the injunction of the Ispia, there are factors 
that indicate the details of their original Archetype. — “What is that 
in<iicative ? ” — The indicative is in the form — (1) of the mention of the 
deity by means of the nominal affix, (2) of the presence of Baking Pans, and 
(3) of the presence of the root *iwrvapati \ — all these being found in the 
injimction of the — “(1) Amdrdgnam — (2) ekcLdaahakapalam — 

rmmpet ' ; in the injunction relating to the archetype (Darsha-Purna- 
mdaa) also, we have the sentence ‘ (1) Amdrdgno ; (2) dvddashaka^alah ’ ; 
and also (3) the root ‘ nirvapaPi*, in the injunction — ^ Ag'mholfraha/oari/yd 
hammgi rmvapati ’. — It has been explained above, xmder Su. 8. 1. 2, that the 
Procedure to be adopted is determined by the indicatives pointing to the 
original Archetype. — From all this it follows that the Procedure to be 
adopted at the Istis should be that of the Darsha-Purwxmdsa . — This is what 
has also been made clear by such deolamtions as ‘ At each Pra/yaja one offers 
libations of the golden piece ' 
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i3ven in the case of those where there are no indicatives pointing to 
the archetype, the same principle should apply, — in accordance with the 
maxim of ‘ the grain in the Pot ’ [if one of the grains put in the pot for cooking 
is found to have become cooked and softened, all the rest are taken to 
be cooked ; in the same manner, if one Jsji has been found to be such as must 
take in the Procedure of the Darsha-Pur^amdsa, all the other 108 should 
be taken to be the same], , 



Adhikarana (5): In connection with the " Agnlsomlya- 
Pashu\ the Procedure of the ‘ Darsha-Purnamdsa ’ 
should he adopted. 

SUTRA (12). 

Also in connection with the ‘ Pashh ’ sacsifice ; as we fine 
TEXTS indicative OF THAT CONCLUSION. 



In connection with the Agniaomiya-Pdshu [Animal sacrificed to Agni- 
Soma], — we proceed to consider the question — Is the Procedure to be 
adopted that of the Darsha-Purnamdsa ? or that* of the Soma ? 

The Purmpahaa view is as in the foregoing Adhikarana [that is, either may 
be adopted optionally]. 

In answer thereto, we have the following Siddhdnta — Also in connec- 
tion with the Paahu-aacrijice, because there are texts indicative of that conclu- 
idon : i.e. at the Pashu- sacrifice, the Procedure adopted should be that of the 
Darsha-Purnamdsa. — “Why so?” — Because, we find texts inMcatme of that 
conclusion — (a) ‘ Slkddasha praydjdn ekddasha anuydjan ’ [‘ Eleven Praydjas, 
eleven Anuydjas']-, — also (6) ^ Srauvamdghdrya fuhyd pasJnmanakti* 

[‘ Having poured the clarified Butter in the Sruva, one anoints the animal 
with the Juhu’]. — [All these details are related to the Darsha-Pdrriamasa]. 

Says the Opponent^" You have pointed out indicative texts, whence 
do you deduce the possibility of the adoption of such a Procedure ? *’ 

That is deduced from the similarity in the injunctions. 

“What is that f 

The simikmty lies in the fact of both injunctions being directly clear 
and manifest. — 

“ What is the cUa/nvess there ? ” . 

It lies in the clear mention of the Substance and the Deity — * Agni- 
somvyam pa'shim' [‘The animal (substance) dedicated to Agtn-Soma 
(deity) ’] : — similarly in connection with the Darsha-Purnatndsa, we read of 
‘ Ai/nfiram pcuy ah' Milk (Substance) dedicated to Jndra' (Deity)]. 

The injunction of the (Soma-sacrifiee on the other hand is not equally 
clear and manifest. [Hence the Procedure of this sacrifice cannot find place 
in thB Pashu- sacrifice.] 



AdhikabaisTa (6): At the ^ Bamnlya' and other ‘Animal- 
sacrifices \ the Details of the ‘ Agmsomiya- Animal- 
sacrifice '' are to he adopted. 

SUTRA (13). 

At the others (i.e. ‘ Animal-sacrifioes ’), the Procedure 

ADOPTED SHOULD BE THAT OF THE ‘ AgHI^OMIYA 

BMsya. 

The Paahubandkasamjices , — the ‘ Samnlya\ the ‘ Nirii^Uki-Pashu the 
^ Sawi^ya ’ and the rest — ^form the subject-matter of this Adhihxrafia. 

In regard to these, the question is — Which is the Procedure to be 
adopted at these ? — That of the Darsha-Purnamdaa ? Or that of the 

* Dalkea ’ ? ' It is the Ag'ni^omii/a-sacaafiee that is called ‘ Dalh?a \ because of 
its being oonaeoted with Dikaa (Initiation), 

On tihis question, the PurvapaJc^a view is that — “ in accordance with 
the otMiclusion arrived at in the foregoing Adhiharar}^, the Procedure of 
the lOar&ka-Puryycmidaa should be adopted at the saerifiees in question.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta: — At the other 

* Awenai-mcrificee^f the Proiiedfum adopted should be duxt of the Agni^miyai 
that is, at the. Savantya and oiher Auimcd-aaoHfkiesy -the procedure adopted 
should be that of the Ag'nipomit/w-sacrifice ; because the injunction of 
*ahhiaii^ (killing) is common to all these, and also because of all thess 
bemg equally enjoined as * Pa^tu' (Animal-sew^ifice). This is what is 
indicated by the text — * Vapayd prdtohaavane charanii, puroMehiem, mddhy- 
andine, ahgaiatrtiyasavanS ’ [* They deal with the omentum at the Morning 
Extraction, with the Cake at the Midday Extraction, and with limbs at the 
Third Extraction’]; this indicates the use of the Ome-ntum, the Cake, and 
the Limbs. In some oases, there is a difference also indicated; as when 
it is said that ‘the Sacrificial Post is to be of Udurnbura wood’, the use of 
the post is indicated. — From all this it follows that the Agnisomlya is 
the original Archetype of all Animal-sacrifices. 


Adhikarana (7): At the ^ Ekada^hina’-AnimaUsacrifice\ 
the Procedure to be adapted is that of the ^ 8avan'lya\ 

SUTRA (14). 

At the ‘ EkIdashina. ’ Animal-sacbifiobs, the Peoceduke to be 
adopted should be that oe the ‘ SavanIya ’ ; because we 

IIND THE MENTION OF * TWO EpPES 

Bhd§ya. 

The subject-matter of this AdhikaraxKi are the * Skddashina' Animal- 
sacrifices, laid down, in the texts beginning with — ^ Krstyiahirsd dgmyah* 
[*The black-beaded animals are dedicated to AgnV], and ending with-— 

‘ Any^^ndya dgii^yena mpayaii, adraavatyd karoti, prajamyati 

mvmyema 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Which is the Procedure to 
be adopted ? That of the Agni^omlya ? Or that of the SavanIya ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that, "m accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the foregoing Adkikamna, it is the Procedure of the Agnl~ 
pytjf&ya that should be adopted 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhdnia : — At the * Skddaahina 
Ammal-aacrificea, the Procedure to be adopted ahotdd he that of the * SavanIya ’ ; 
— the term ‘ sautya ’ [in the Sutra) is taken as standing for the Savantya, on 
ihet groxmd of the SavanIya animal being connected with the time of 
Juice-Extraction, ‘Sutya^ ; and it is the Procedure of this ‘ SavanIya ’ Animal- 
saodfice that should be adopted at the * Ekadaehina' sacrifices. — “Why 
so I ” — Because we find the metUion of ‘ two ropes in the following sentence— 
*Agm0d dee dm raehane addya dvabhydtn raehanSbhydm ekaikam yUpam 
poitivyaiyatV [‘The Agnif^ takes up two pairs of ropes and each pair of 
ropes he ties round each Post’]. If the sacrifices had the Agnisomlya 
for their Stfchetype, then only one rope woAld have been used [as only one 
rope, is used at the Agniaomiya]. 

“ Why cannot this sentence (speaking of ‘ two ropes ’) itself be taken as 
an injunctive text? [and not as a mere reference to the two ropes laid, 
down in connection with the Savaniya) ? ” 

If the sentence were taken as an injunction, what it would enjoin would 
be that the Agnisthd is to take up the two ropes ; if then the duality of the 
rope were also taken as enjoined, then there would be a syntactical split ; 
hence the number ‘ two ’ in connection with the ropes taken up has been 
taken as only a reference. 

“ An indicative has been pointed out by you ; in what manner do you 
get at the requisite injunction ? ” 

Anstrnr — Both (the SavanIya and the Agniaomiya) being equally * animal - 
sacrifices’, [and as such acts enjoined as to be performed], the connection 
with the time of juice-extraction (* Sutyd ’) is an indicative as to which one of 
the two is to be adopted 5 it is thus that the requisite injimction is got at. 



Adhikaran^a (8): At the ^Animal €h’oup 2 sacnfices\ the 
Procedure to he adopted is that of the ^ EkddasMna\ 

StJTRA (15). 

The PaOOEDUaB of THS SMD [EBLil>A,3HINA.| SACBIFICES SHOTTLO BE 

ADOPTED AT THE [AnIMAL] ‘ GKODP-SAOBIFIC8B5! ’ J BEGADSE IN 
CONNECTION WITH BACH AnIMAL WE FIND A ‘^ACBIFICIAB 

Post’ mbntion»d. 

Bha§ya, 

The ‘ Animal Group-sacrifices ’ form the subject-matter of this Adhi- 
karaiia,. They are laid dowa in moh texts as — ‘ In the spring, one should 
sacrifice three bulls with a mark on the forehead One desiring food,, 
should sacrifice a white goat dedicated to Mitra, a black goat to Famna, 
at the junction of waters and of herbs’. 

In regard to this the following question is fio be considered — Which is the 
Procedure to be adopted at these ? — that of the Agnlsomlya ? Or that of the 
MTcddaahinaa ? 

The Purvapakfa view is that — “ on account of reasons already .adduced, 
it is the Procedme of the Agnisomlya that should be adopted". 

In answer to this, we have the following SiddMnta ; — The Procedure of the 
said sacrifices should be adopted at the group-sacrifices ^ that is, at the ‘Animal 
Group-sacrifices, the Procedure to be adopted should be that of the 
jfiA;5d(7.5hina-sacrifioes. — “ Why so T ’’ — Because in, connection with each 
animal, we find a * Sacrificial Post ’ mentioned, — in the following text — ‘ Yat 
tripu yupeifu dlabhSta vdhirdhds^at indrlyam viryam dadhydt, bhrdtrvyamasya 
janayedekayupa dlabheta ’ [ * If one kills the animals at the three Posts, it 
puts outside him, the virility of his organs, and creates an enemy for him, 
therefore one should kill the animal at a single Post ’ ] j — here, m reference 
to the Sauirdmam sacrifice, three Posts are prohibited and only one is 
enjoined ; and such a prohibition would be justifiable only if the Procedure 
of the SkSdashina were admissible at the SarUrdma'^% ; as it is only at the 
Mkddashina that there is a Post with each of the animals. In case the 
Sautrdmap.1 had the Agnisomiya for its archetype (and obtained its 
procedure from that), there would be only one Post [there being only one at 
the Agnlsomiya\ ; and hence in that case there would be no sense in the 
prohibiting of three Posts. — ^From all this it follows that the Procedure to 
be adopted at the Animal Group-sacrifices should be that of the Skddashina. 


Adhikabana (9): At the '' Undefined Sacrifices", the 
Procedure to be adopted should he that of the 
^ Soma" sacrifice, 

SUTEA (16). 

At the ‘ Undefined sacrifices \ the Procedure of the Soma- 
sacrifice SHOULD BE ADOPTED. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text * Abhijitd yajeta ’ One should perform the Ahhijit 
sacrifice’], — also others [laying down the Vishvasit and. similar sacrifices; 
which are called ‘ undefined because in connection with these neither the 
iSMSstence nor the Deiiy is laid down]. 

The Question is— Which is the Procedure to be adopted at these 
sacrifices ? — that of the 6?oma-sacrifice ? Or that of the Dar8ha~Punj,amd,sa ? 

The Purvapak^a view is that — “ As there are no grounds for discrimina- 
tion, there should be no restriction.” 

In answer to this, we have the following Siddhanta : — At the ‘ undefined 
sacrifices, the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice should be adopted. — -‘'What is 
the meaning of ‘undefined’ ?” — It connotes the absence of substance and 
deity; it is through the substance and the DeUy that a sacrifice becomes 
defined and the injunctions of the sacrifices in question do not mention 
the substance or the Deity; — e.g. ‘Abhijitd yajeta* (where neither the 
substance nor the deity is mentioned). At all these ‘undefined’ sacrifices, 
the ProoEJdure of the Soma-sacrifice should be adopted. — “ Why so ? ” — 
Because <£ their being similar, in being ‘.undefined’ ; the injunction of the 
Soma-sacri&ce also is ‘undefined *, — ‘ dyotisfombna yajeta' (where neither 
the aubstawnee nor the deity is mentioned). — “ But in regard to the Soma- 
sacrifice, there is the other injunction — ‘ Somena yajeta ’ [‘ One should 
sacrifice with Soma ’], which is well-de^ncd [as the substance i.s mentioned].” — 
Even so, as the deity is not mentioned, it remains ‘ undefined ’. 

Similarly, there is another ‘ undefined ’ injunction — ‘ DundsMna yajeta ’ 
[where also no substance or deity is mentioned] ; and in regard to this the 
following text indicates the presence of the Dlksaniya and the other 
auxiliaries of the Soma-sacrifice . — ‘At the Dlksaniya, the sacrificial fee 
consists of 12 measures of gold, and at the Prdyarfiyd, 2 1 measures ’ , 

From all this it follows that at the * undefined ’ sacrifices, the Procedure 
to be adopted should be that of the Soma-sacrifioe. 


Abhikabaija (10): At the ‘ Aharga/m^ saerifices, the 
Procedure to he adopted is that of the 
* Dvddaahdha^ sacrifice'. 

S0TRA (17). 

At THB ■ GANA-aA.OBmOB& [the Procbdfbe to be adopted 
SHOULD be] that OE THE ‘ DvADASHAHA. 

Bha§ya. 

The subject-matter of this Adkikarai^ are the * Aharga'^-sacrifices ’-r- 
beginuing with the ‘ Dvirdtra ’ down to the Shatardira. 

In regard to these there arises the question — ^Which is the Procedure 
to be adopted ? — That of the Jyotistoma ? or that of the Dvddashdha t 

The FUrvc^akga view is that — ^”in accordance with the conclumon 
arrived at in the preceding Adhikarai^a, the Procedure to be adopted should 
be that of the Soma {Jyotiftoma) sacrifice”. 

In answer to this, there is the following Siddhdnta : — At ihe • Aluxfgaiyi ‘ 
aacriflcea the Procedwre adopted ahotdd be that of the Dvddaekdha . — “Why 
,80 ? ” — Because of the similarity of the Injunctions ; (a) * Dvddaahdhena 
yajeta* (the Injunction of the Dvddaahdha), and (h) * Dviafdirlj^ yajeta* (the 
Injunction of Dvirdtra, the first Ahargai}a sacrifice) are alike ; then the term 
* ahan' (contained in the name ‘ Dvddaahdha') is denotative of the * day and 
nig^t -and so also is the term * rdiri ’ (containedin the name * Dvirdtra *), — 
This is the verbal indicative. For material indicative, there is the character 
of * ’ (group) (which is common to both Dvddaahdha and Dvirdtra ) ; it 

is only a group that can help another group with the characteristic features 
of the group ; no such help can be rendered by the ‘ Dkdha * (which is a 
single day’s afiair). The text — ‘Cuts off the fur from two animals and 
flesh from the two’, and so on — vindicates the presence of the ‘Twelve 
Upaaata \ which are peculiw: to the Dvddaahdha, at the Qavdmagana [which 
is an * Ahargm^ ’ sacrifice]. 

Prom all this it follows that the Dvddaahdha is the. Archetype of the 
‘ Ahorfirana * sacrifices. 
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Adhikarana (11): At the *Samvat8am-Satras\ the 
Procedure of the ‘ Gavdmayana ’ should he adopted. 

SUTRA (18). 

The Procbdtjre of the ‘.GavImayaha ’ should be adopted at ' 

ALL ‘ SamVATSABA-SAOEIFICBS 

Bhdsya. I 

; 

The subject-matter of this Adhikara^ are the ‘ Samvatsara-Satras’, 

* Aditydndmayana ’ and the rest. 

In regard to these, the question to be considered is — Which is the : 

Procedure to be eidopted at these? — that of the Dvctdashakal or that of | 

the Oavdmayana t J 

The Purvapak§a view is that — “in accordance with the conclusion 
arrived at in the preceding Adhikaraim, the Procedure of the Dvddashdha 
should be adopted 

In answer to this, the Siddhdnta is as follows : — The Procedure of the 
Gavdmayana should be adopted at all the Samvatsara- sacrifices. The term [; 

* gavyam^ in the Sutra, we take as standing for the Qav&mayam, heem.Be of j 

the connection with the term ‘ go ’, in the sentence ‘ Gavo va etat satramasata ’ I 

[‘The cows set at this Saira {Gavdmayanay}; it is the Procedure of this p 

Gatjdmayana that should be adopted at the Samvataara-Satras . — “Why s 

so ? ’■•—(«) Because of the * Samvatsara* (year) being the common factor.— | 

(6) Purther, the text ‘The wives sing’ indicates the presence, at the i 

Samvatsara-Satras, of the details of the ‘ Mahdvrata’ ; and (c) the text ‘ The i 

Priests sing ’ indicates the presence of those details at the Sahasrasamvat- f 



Adhikarana (12): Among the ‘ NiMyins’ {Serial 
Sacrifices) the Details of the preceding members 
are adopted in the succeeding ones. 

StiTEA (19). 

AmOHG ‘ SeEIAL SaCEIEIOES * THE PROCEDUBE OE THE FIRST SHOULD 
BE ADOPTED AT THE SUCCEEDING ONES. 

BhMsya. 

‘ Nikdya’’ stands for that grouping of several factors wherein they 
appear in a serial order, one after the other; those that fall under such 
grouping are called ^ Nihdyin'’ , ‘serial’. As examples of such Serial 
Sacrifices, we have the ‘ Sdhasras' and the ‘ Sddyuskras’ ; among these, in 
connection with the first one, certain details have been laid down, while 
the succeeding ones have no details laid down regarding them. 

In regard to those latter, then, there arises the cpaestion — ^Which is the 
Procedure to be adopted ? That of tiie J yoUaioma ? Or that of the first 
of th® serml group ? 

The Purmpakpa view is tixat — as the injunetitm of tihese is imdefined. 
it is the Procedure of the Jyotiftoma that shouM be adopted (according to 
Su. M) 

In answer to this there i* the following Siddhdnta : — Ammg * serial 
mcHficea ’ the procedure of the first should be adopts at the aucceedtn^ ones.— 
Why ? — Because the character of being members of the aeries is common to 
them; for instance, the number ‘thousand’ is common to ail of the 
* Sahasra* series, and the character of ‘ Scldyaskra* is ccanmon to all of 
the * Sadyaskra* series; and so on, in the case of other ‘serials’ also. — In 
connection with the first of the ‘ Sahasra ’ series, having prescribed the 
sacrificial fee of ‘a thousand’ the text goes on to apply the same to the 
succeeding members of the series — ‘While the latter cow of the Sahasra 
becomes ready, he goes from this world to the other world’. — Similarly, 
in connection with the first of the * Sddyaakra' series, having laid 
down ‘the entire, three-year old calf with which Soma is bought, etc.’, 
the text goes on to indicate the same as applying to the succeeding 
members of the series — ‘ The female cow with which Soma is bought, etc.’ — 
Prom all this it follows that the details of the first find room in the 
succeeding members of the series. 


Adhikarana (13) : There is no transference of the 
^ fruit" and other stLch details. 

SUTRA (20). 

ThEEE GAN BE NO TBANSFBRENOE OF («) THE FrUIT, (6) THE 

Obligation, (c) the Agent, and {<i) the Grogping: bboafse 

THERE IS NO TRANSFERENCE OF THE ACT (OF SACRIFICE) 

ITSELF AND THE SAID DETAILS ARB BELATED TO THAT. 

Bhdaya. 

(a] The Fruit, (h) the Obligation, (c) the Agent, and (d) the Group form 
the subject-matter of the present Adhikararm : [In the ease of Darsha- 
Purnamdaa] — (a) the Fruit — is in the shape of Heaven, ;~{b) the Obligation 
— is that it should be performed regularly throughout life; (c) the Agent 
— is the Person desiring Heaven ; (d) the Qrouping~is in the shape of the 
two sets of sacrifices, which constitute the Darsha-Purnamdsa. 

In regard to these, there arises the question — Is there, or is there not, 
the transference of these (from the Darsha-Purnamdsa) to the Saurya and 
other eetypes (of the Darsha-Purnmmsa) ? 

The Purvapaksa view is that, “ in accordance with the principle 
enunciated in Sutra 8. 1. 11 — viz. : ‘ the Procedure of the Darsha-Purnamdsa 
should be adopted at all Istis — the details in question should be transferred 
to the SannA-ya, etc.” 

In answer to this we have the following Sdddhdnta : — There is to be 
no transference of (a) the Fruit, (6) the Obligation, (c) the Agent, and {d) the 
Group. — “Why so ?” — Because there is no transference of the act of sacrifice 
itself, and the Fruit and the rest are related to that. There is no trans- 
ference of the act of sacrifice itself ; — why ? — what are transferred are the 
details that fall within the scope of ‘Procedure’ (Injunction- Appendix), 
while the sacrifice does not fall within the scope of the * Injunction-Appen- 
dix’ ; in fact it falls within the scope of the ‘Opening of the Injunction’ ; 
and hence it is not transferred ; and when there is no transference of the 
Sacrifice, there can be no ‘transference’ — or extended application — of 
the Fruit, the Obligation, the Agent, and the Group. — Why ? — Because these 
are related to that; i.e. (a) as. regards the Fruit, it is found to be mentioned 
in connection with the sacrifice enjoined in the text ‘ One should perform 
the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice ’ ; hence it can be there only where the 
sacrifice is ; — at the Saurya and other sacrifices, the Darsha-Purrmmltsa is 
not present; hence the- Heaven also cannot be there. — (6) Similarly, the 
Obligation also is related to the sacrifice, being laid down in the text 
‘ Throughout life one should perform, the Darsha-Purnamdsa sacrifice ’ ; how 
could such an obligation exist apart from the Darsha-Purnamdsa^. — (c) 
Similarly the Agent is related, to the sacrifice, as spoken of in the text 
— ‘ The person desiring Heaven should/ perform the Darsha-Pun^mdsa ’ ; 
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how too o®Q hoexistaparfc foom these two sacrifices ? — {d) lastly, the Oroiip- 
ing — of AgnSya aad, other sacrifices that go to make up the Dar^m^ 

Fm^tndm, — can never be present at the Saurya, where these sacrifices 
themselves are not pfesent ? — ^From all this it follows thajb there can be no 
transference of the Fruit, etc, 

SUTRA (21). 

Also BECATJSB what is TEAHSFBBHBD is that which StTBSHEVES 
THE PTJBPOSBS OF THE SACBmCB. 



Further, there is transference of, details, for the purposes of the 
sacrifice, — i.e. for the purpose of helping the performance and the Fruit 
and the otiber details an qaiesstaim do not help the performance, (a) As 
regards the FmC*,— it helps (femaefits) the man (the performer), as has been 
explained under Su. 3. 1. 6. — {b) The Obligation also is hot a property of the 
performanee ; this is a property of the Man, as has been explained under 
Sfi* 2. 4. 2. — (c) The 4fl'e»h, — the Berson desiring Heaven,— does not subserve 
the ptirposes of the performance ^ in fact it is the performance that sub- 
serves the purposes of the Man desiring Heaven; because the person 
desirmg Heaven is not enjoined for the performance, in the text * Desiring 
Heaven one should perform a sacrifice’; it is the performance that is 
enjoined for the man desiring Heaven, — the meaning being that * the man 
desiring Heavten should perform a sacrifice’, — he. he should .not do any- 
thing ©1e». — {4) Lastly, the Grouping does sacMfc serve the purposes of the 
Porformanoe ; it serves the purpose of the Frmit, m spoken of an the text — 
‘One d^^bring Heaven should perform the Dar^du^FiirifamBLaa ^ — ^Ihus ihm, 
inasmuch as ihese — FruU, etc. — would not searve any purpose of the 
Performance, their transference to the Pm-formance would be entirely 
useless. 

SUTRA (22). 

Also because thebe is no Vbdic text. 

Bhdyya. « 

Says the Opponent — “ If the Fruit and the rest are not to be transferred 
because they are related to the Darsha-Purnamasa, then the Praydja and 
the other details also should not be transferred, as these also are related 
to the Darsha-Pdr^mdsa^* . 

The answer to this is as follows : — ^Though the Praydja and the rest have 
been enjoined in connection with the Daraha-Purnamdaa, yet they become 
transferred to the Saurya and other ectypes, by virtue of the ‘ Injunction- 
Appendix’ (i.e. as forming part of the Procedure, which is what is always 
transferred) ; the Fruit and the rest, on the other hand, are not transferred 
by virtue of the ‘ In junction- Appendix’ {Procedure). Under the circums- 
tances, these could be transferred only if there were a Vedic text directly 
declaring such transference ; as a matter of fact, howhver, ihere is no such 
Vedic text ; — hence, as there is no Vedic text, they are not transferred. 


Adhikarana (14): There is no ‘transference^ from the 
Archetypal Darsha-Purnamdsat to the ectypal ‘ Saurya \ 
of the ‘Milking Vessd'‘ and other things which 
cure used at the archetype for a special 
purpose. 

St?TRA (23). 

tPtJRVAPAE;.?A] — “In the case of StJCH ACCESSORIES AS ARB 
USED (at the Archetype) with a view to a particular 

RESULT, THERE SHOULD BE ‘ TRANSFERENCE ’ ; 
because THEY ARB RELATED ” . 

Bha§ya. 

The subject-matter of this Adhikarami are those accessories that are 
used (at the Archetype) with ‘a view to a particular result ; for instance [in 
connection with the Darsha-Purnamdaa, we read [‘ Ghamasina apah 
pranayatil — godohanena pashukdmaaya ’ [‘ Fetches water in the cup ; in the 
milking veaael for one desiring cattle ’] ; — ‘ In the case of one desiring a village ’ 
one should recite, as Pratipada, the Mantra, Upaamai gdyatd narah, etc,’ and 
so forth. 

In regard to these, the question to be considered is — Are these accessories 
that are used at the Archetype with a view to special results to find place in the 
ectypal sacrifices (like the Sdurya) ? ,0r not ? 

On this question, we have the Purvapakga set forth in the Sutra itself — 
“ In the ease of auch accesaoriea as are zcaed at the Archetype with a view to 
a particular res^jhU, there ahould he ’^transference'', because they are ' related' y 
i,e. the accessories in question should come in (to the ectypal sacrifice) ; — 
why ? — hecatiae they are related ; that is to say, the milking vessel is ‘ related ’ 
to the fetching of water [i.e. it is used for this purpose], — as spoken of in 
the sentence ‘Fetches w^^ater in the milking vessel ’ ; this * Fetching of water ’ 
does find place in the ectype (Saurya) ; and when the main factor comes in, 
that which is related to that must also come in : for instance, when the canveis 
is pulled up, the picture resting on that canvM also becomes pulled up. — Then 
again, as a matter of fact, the Cttp (used for fetching water) does become 
‘transferred’ (from the Darsha-Pur^cmAaa, to the Saurya)', — so also is the 
‘ Post made of KhadAra-woodf Which is to be used for one who desires 
strength (transferred from the archetype to the ectype); — in the same 
manner the ‘ milking vessel ’ also should be transferred ; and when the 
‘milking vessel’ is transferred, the particular desired result also becomes 
transferred. — ^From all this, it follows that there should be transference of all 
those accessories that are used with a‘ view to special results.” 
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SUTRA- (24). 

[SxDDHInTA]— In REALITY, THERE SHOULD BE EXCLUSION [OE SUCH 
accessories] ; as the EUNOTIONS ABE DIEEBBENT. 

Bka^ya. 

There, should be exelusion of such accessories as are -used at the Arche- 
type with a view to a particular result ; that is, these should not come in at 
the Ectypal Sacrifice. — ^Why ? — Because the functions are different; that is, 
•for instance, the function of the Milking Vessel is difierent from that of the 
Cup, — the Cup subserving the purpose's of the sacrifice [as the fetching of 
the water in the Cup merely helps in the accomplishment of the Sacrificial 
performance, there is no other result following from -it], while the milking 
vessel subserves the purposes of Man [as it is not needed for the accom- 
plishment of the sacrifice, it is used only for the purpose of securing 
a special result for the performer] ; this distinction has been clearly 
explained under Sutra 4, 1. 2. — Now why should any such thing come into 
the Ectype as does not subserve the purposes of that sacrifice ? Wherever 
it comes in, it does so merely for helping in the performance of the saiprifice. 

Similarly with the Pratipadd [to be done with the Mantra ‘ tjpdsmai 
gdyatd narah, etc.’ for one who desires to acquire a village’.] 

, Prom all this we conclude that there should be no transference of such 
accessories as are used at the Archetype with a view to special results. 

Jt has been argued ^Jby the Purvapakpin thnt — “in the case of the 
injunction that ‘for one desiring strength, the Sacrificial Post should be 
made of Khadira-wood,^ there is transference (from the Archetype to the 
Ectype), and in the same manner there should be transference in the 
case in question also — Our answer to this is as follows ; — 

SUTRA (25). 

In reality [in the case of the Khabiba-Post], thebe should 

BE TEANSEBBENCB BECAUSE THEBE IS NO CHANGE IN THE 
OHABACTBB, AND THE ACOESSOBY CONCERNED IS ONE 
THAT SUBSERVES THE PUBEOSES OF THE 
SACRIFICE. 

Bha§ya, 

In cases like that of the ‘ Khadira-PosP , there should be transference; 
— why so f -because there is no change in the cfuiracter ; that is, in the 
Khadira-Post, there is no change in the character of subserving the purposes 
of the sacrifice; ’in fact the said Post also subserves the purposes of the 
sacrifice; as has been explained under Sutra 4. 3. 5; — and when it sub- 
serves the purposes pf the sacrifice, it should naturally be transferred,’ — 
like the Paldsha-vtooA. ; and when the Post is transferred, the corresponding 
‘ desire for the particular re^lt ’ also becomes transferred ; this desire is 
fulfilled by means of the Khadira-Post; and the Post is actually made of 
Khaddra-wood ; hence it would naturally fulfil that desire. 



Adhikarana ( 15 ): At the ^Smirya^, there should he 
option between the two ‘ Ahhimarshana {Touching) 

— Mantras’. 

SUTRA (26). 

At one SACEIEICE, THERE SHOULD BE OPTION j BECAUSE, THE 
INJUNCTION BEING ONE, THEBE CAN BE NO 
DIEEBBENTIATION . 



There is the text — ‘ Sawyam charum nirmpU brahmawrc^saMmah* 
[‘Oiae desiring Brahmio glory, should ofiEer Cooked Rice dedicated to 
Surya ’3. — At the Archetype of this Saurya,~-i.6. at the Darsha-PHri^mdsa, 
— thea?© are two ‘Touchings’, laid down in the following text — ‘At the 
Pur^bomaaa sacrifice, one should do the Touching with the Chaiurhotr-mant/ra 
(i®. the Mantra beginning with ‘ Prthivi hota'); and at the Amdvasya 
sacrifice, one should do the Touching with the Pahchahotj'-marUra (i.e. the 
Mantra beginning with ‘ Agnirhotrl^)^ .—Vnd&c the general law these two 
Touchings of the Archetypal Darska-Purnamasa become admissible to the 
eetypai Saurya. 

There arises the question — ^which one of the two manti'as {Pahcha^ 
htOr or Ghaiur&(Ar) is to be used in connection with the Touchmg done 
at the Saurya ? Is it that when the Saurya is performed on the Paurvua- 
mast day, the Touching should be done with the Chaturhoir -mantra, — 
and when it is performed on the Amava8y& day, it should be done with the 
Pamiujhot/r-mani^ ? Or is there to be option in both cases — one might use 

Panchahotr or ChaturhotT ^ . 

The Purvapaksa view is that — “ there must be restriction (not Oppion ) ; — 
why? — ^because by so doing the General Law becomes followed; at the 
Archetype, restriction has been made (that at the Paurriamdsa, one should 
use the Ghaturhotr -mantra only, and at the Darsha, the Pahchahotr-mamPra 
only) ; and the General Law makes the same restriction applicable to the 
> case of the Ectypal Saurya 

In answer to this we have the following Siddhanta : — At one sacrifice — i.e. 
at the Saurya, — there should be Option. — Why ? — Because, the Injunction being 
one, there can be no differenUation; as a matter of fact, there is a single 
Injunction, in the form ‘ Desiring Brahmic Glory, one should offer Cooked 
Rice dedicated to Surya'’, and hence tfeere can be no differentiation’, i.e. 
both the Touchings are admissible at it; — ^inasmuch as both serve the same 
purpose; both together could npt be admitted; — hence there must be 
Option; „ 4 ^ 4 J ' ’ ' ' ' 'r .i . ■ . . ■ 

As for the argument that ‘^^th!e^.e:is restriction at the Archetype”, — 
^ our answer is that that restriction is- based, hot upon Time, but upon the 
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Grmp ; [i.e. the Ghaturhotf-mantra is used at the Purvamasa sacrifice, not 
because it is performed on the Full Moon day, but because that Mantra is 
connected with that Group of sacrifices which go by the name of 
jwdsa ; similarly with the PancJmhotr-mantra at the Darsiki]. — At the Saurya- 
sacrifioe, however, these two groups are not there. 

" If that is so, then the Touching itself need not be done at the Saurya, 
on the ground that the two groups (with which the Touchings are 
connected) are not there at the iSawrya.*’ 

Our answer to this is as follows : — The Touching would not be 
admissible at the Saurya if it had been laid down as pertaining to the two 
Groups', as a matter of fact, however, the- Touching is not to be done to the 
Groups', it has to be done to the component parts of the groups, and is 
attributed to the groups only figuratively; — the Saurya also is a 
modification of one of those component parts ; and hence the General Law 
makes the Touching admissible at the Saurya also. 



Adhikarana ( 16 ): At the * 8aurya\sqiCnfiGe the Details 
of the ^ Agneya"^ are to he transferred. 

SUTRA (27). 

[PCTb-vapaksa] — Thebe should be Option ; because the 

INDICATIVE IS COMMON*’. 

BM§ya. 

It has been explained under Su. 8, 1. 11, that the Procedure to be 
adopted at the Saury a is that of the Daraka-Purnamasa ; but the Bar aha - 
Pur^armsa sacrifice consists of several component acts, like the Agniya 
and the rest. 

The question that arises is — ^Is the Procedure to be adopted at the 
Saurya to be that of any one of the maiiy acts that go to make up the 
Darsha-Pufiiamaaa ? Or should it be that of one particular act, the Agneya 
only ? 

The PUrvapakaa view on this question is as follows ; — “ There should he 
option; — -why ^—because the indicative is common. That the Procedure of 
the Daraha-Purijamdaa is to be adopted at the Saurya has been taken to be 
indicated by the sentence ‘ At each Praydja, one should offer a gold -piece ’ ; 
and this indicative is applicable to the Procedure of all the acts (that go to 
make up the Darsha-Puryjamdsa) ; — and as it would be impossible to 
adopt the Procedure of all these acts, there must be option.” 

SUTRA (28). 

[Siddhanta] — It should be bestbictbd (to that of one aot)^ 
ON the ground of thebe being a single thing (Deity); 
specially because it is an ectypb and is dependent 

UPON WHAT HAS GONE BEFORE. 

BM§ya. 

The Procedure to be adopted should be restricted to that of the 
Agneycu — “ Why ? ” — Because there i$ a single thing; i.e. because there is a 
single deity ; just as tlaere is only one deity at the Agneya, so there is only 
one deity at the Saurya ; and this affinity is taken as indicative of the fact 
that it is the Procedure of the Agneya^ and the Agneya only, that is to be 
adopted at the Sawrya x — specially because it ia dependent upon what has 
gone before ; as a matter of fact, the S&urya is preceded by something else 
(itg archetype, Daraha-Purncm&m), and as such it stands in need of the 
Procedure laid down in connection with that predecessor; being as it is 
am Ectype ; the Saurya is an iGotyped Wdifleation, and all Ectypal modi- 
fications are dependent upon whai has gone before, as their own injunctions 
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Xby tfeemselves) stre incomplete; ii is for this reason that in their case 
the PsnoMdure to be adopted is determined by indicatives ; as h^ been 
explained before ; — in the case in question, there is the indicative in the 
shape of the said affinity of there being a simple deity ; — ^henoe it follows that 
it is the Procedure of the Agmya that is to be adopted at the Saurya. 

SUTRA (29). 

lObjection]—^' As there is no direct assertion,, it cannot be so ”, 
— IE THIS IS XTBOED [then the answer is as given in 
the next Sutra]. 

Bhdsya. 

Says the Opponent — “ What has been suggested would be all right if 
the singleness (of the deity) were directly asserted; as a matter of fact, 
however, it has not been directly asserted.^ — How so ? — The deity in both 
cases has been pointed out by means of the nominal affix — in the terms 

* Saurya’ and ^ Agney a’ an:d it is not known (from the text) whether the 
term ‘ Saurya ’ means ‘ that which has one Surya for its deity ’, or ‘ that which 
has =^wlo ®r several Suryaa for its df^ty ’ ; ssiimilarly in the case of the term 

* Agneya’ . 

. B0TEA (30). 

[AiMiner]— T -hbub is [a deeinitb uffniOATiiON oe * singleness ; 

AS THEBE IS AN INDICATIVE. TEXT. 

Bhdsya. 

We do have a definite indication of singhnesa . — How so ? ” — Aa&ere 
ia an indicative text; there is a text indicating the singleness. — “Which is 
it ? ” — ^Towards the end of the passage (dealing with the Saurya sacrifice), 
we have this text — ^ Amum eva ddityam avena bhagadMyena upadMvati aa 
eixyvQ/nm hrahmavarchaaam gamayati ’ [‘ This same Aditya he approaches 
with his destiny, it is he who leads him to Brahmic Glory’] — ^[Here only 
one Aditya or Siirya is mentioned]. — In connection with the Agneya also, 

there is the following text — ‘ Angiraso vd ita uttamdh dgrmmva 

amhhdgadheyena aamardhayaii’ [where also only one Agni is mentioned]. 

SOTRA (31). 

SlMHiARLY WE BIND OTHER INDICATIVES ALSO. 

BM§ya. 

We find smgleneaa directly asserted in tho Arwidkyd-rncmira; e.g. in 
connection with the Agneya, there is the mantra * Agnirmurdha divah, etc.’ 
(where * Agmh’ is in the singular) ;-rand in connection with the Saurya, 
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there is the mantra ‘ Udutyam jdtawdaaam' [where ‘jdtavedasam’, which^ 
stands for the is in the singular]. 

Objection — “The pointing out of these two indicative texts is a super* 
fluous repetition (after Sutra 30).”- 

Answer — ^It is not a superfluous repetition; one is found in the Injunc- 
tion and the other in the Mantra', that which is found in the Injunction 
is what makes the thing concerned directly admissible; and that which 
is found in the Mantra is only indirectly indicative of what has been already 
admitted. 


Adhikaea:^a ( 17 ): In cases of conflict between the indica^ 
tions of ^ off ering material^ and ^ deity \ the 
transference of details is governed by the 
affinity of ‘ malerial\ 

SUTRA (32). 

WHUN THIEE IS CONFLICT, THE PeOCBDXTEB SHOULD BE DETEBMINED 
BY THE ‘ OFFERING MATEEIAL AS THE ACTUAL ACT IS FOUND 
TO BEAR UPON THE MATEEIAL. 



(a) There is the text — ^ Aindram SMdashakapdlam nirmpet' [‘One 
should offer the cake baked on eleven pairs, dedicated to Indra^J. — 
Similarly there is the text * Agneyam payafy’ [‘The milk dedicated to 
Agni ’]. 

In regard to these there arises the question — (a) which is the Procedure 
to be adopted at the Cahe-offering laid down in (a) ? — Is it that of the 
Cwd-Bubter-ojfering, on the ground that this latter also (like the Cahe- 
offering in question) has the same deity, Indra, — the affinity of deity being 
the stronger indicative? — Or is it that of the grain-offering, on account 
of the affinity between the materials offered {Grains and Cake, which 
latter is also made of grains), — the affinity of atibetance being the stronger 
indicative ? — Similarly which is the procedure to be adopted at the MiUc- 
offering laid down in (6) ? Is it that of the grain-offerirtg, which (like the 
Milk-offering in question) has the same deity, Agni, — the affinity of deity 
being the stronger indicative ? Or is it that of the Curd-Butter~offering 
on the ground of the affinity between the materials offered {Milk and 
Ourd-BuUer), — the affinity of material being the stronger indicative ? 

On this question, the Piirvapaksa view is as follows ; — “ The affinity of 
d&itjy is the stronger indicative. — ^Why ? — Because it is the principal factor ; 
as a matter of fact, the deity is always noted to be the principal factor — 
being expressed by such terms as ‘ aindram \ ‘ dgneyam ' and the like [as the 
Being for whose benefit the offering is made] ; the material, on the other 
hand, is always noted to be the subordinate factor (something offered for the 
benefit of another) ; — consequently, when there is a conflict between these 
two {Deity and material), the most reasonable course is to follow the indica- 
tion of the principal factor ; because the functioning of the Principal factor 
cannot be obstructed by anything, while the functioning of the subordinate 
factor would be obstructed by the Principal factor itself.— From all this 
it follows that the affinity of the Deity is the stronger indicative.” 

In answer to the above, we have the following Siddhdnta ; — When there is 
conflict, the Procedure should be d,etermined by the offering -material : that is, 
in a case where there is a conflict between the indications of the Denty 
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and of the material, the Procedure to be adopted should be determined 
by the indications of the material. — Why so ? ” — Because the actual act 
is found to hear upon the material; that is, the act (oi sacrifice) oonshts 
ia the offering (surrendering) of the material to the Deity; and this act is 
found- — seen — to bear upon the materuxl (offered) ; that is to say, it is 
the material that is actually seen to be given away. — “What if it is so ? ” — 
If it is so, then it means that the material is more nearly related to the act 
(of offering), — and it is the closeness of relationship which acts as the 
indicative. — “ The Deity also is related to the sacrifice, inasmuch as there 
riaj-i be no sacrifice without the deity.” — Our answer to this is that it 
is true that the Deity is related to the sacrifice; but it is related only as a 
remote (indirect) auxiliary, — it is not what is itself offered ; to this extent, it 
is an extraneous auxiliaiy. — ^Prom all this it follows that the affinity of 
material is the stronger indicative. 

SUTEA (33). 

AliSO BECAUSE IT IS WITH THAT THAT THE ACT IS CONNECTED. 

Bkasya. 

As a matter of fact, the act (of offering) is enjoined in connection with 
the material ; for instance, in the denotation of such terms as* amdram' 
[‘that which has Indra for its deity’] and ‘agneyam' [‘ that which has Agni 
for its deity’], it is the material that is the principal factor. — “What if it 
is so?” — If it is so,' then it means that it is the material that is upper- 
most in the mind, and as such serves as the indicative. For instance, 
it is only when the smoke has been recognised as existing — and not merely 
by its existence — ^that it serves as the indicative of fire. 

Says the Oppment — “ As a matter of fact, the terms ‘ aindram ’ and 
*c^fneyam’ denote the Deity also [hence the deity also is there in the 
mind|.*’' 

In answer to this we have the following Sutra 

StTRA (34). 

The Deity is spoken of as a qualifying factor. 

Bhdsya. 

As a matter of fact, the Deily is mentioned only as a qualifying factor ; 
and it is the material that is mentioned as the factor qualified; — what 
persists and is uppermost in the mind is the qualified factor ; . the qualifying 
factor ceases after having qualified the other factor. — “ How do you knoy 
that this is so ?” — We learn it from the fact that it appears in connection 
witih a qualified factor. For instance, when it is said — ‘ rdfapurusah pujyah ’ 
[‘The King's officer should be- honoured*], it is the ‘Puruaa', the Officer, 
that is honoured, not the ‘rajd'. King (who is the qualified factor in the 

-41- ' . 
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compound) ; similarly in the case in question, when the words used are 
* aindram puyah' the milk dedicated to Indm’), it. is the material (the 
milk) that comes to the mind, not the Deity {Indrd) ; and it has already been 
explained that that alone can serve as an Indicative which comes to the 
mind. — Hence it follows that the affinity of the material is the stronger 
inuicative ; so that the Procedure adopted at the Cake-offering to Indm should 
be that of the Agneya] and that adopted at the Milk-offering to Agni should 
he that oi the Gurd-Butter-offering. 


Another explanation of the Sutra (34) is as follows: — ^The Sutra is to be 
taken as following after the following argument (of the Opponent) — “ It has 
been declared that the affinity of material is the stronger indicative ; but this 
cannot be right;— why? — ^because the whole effort involved in the 
performance of sacrifices is for the purpose of propitiating the Deity, as 
when the Deity is pleased. He rewards the performer with the fruit of his 
act ; we read in the text that ‘ Indra, being propitiated, rewards him with 
cattle ’ ; and when once an act has been recognised as the means of 
propitiating Indra, — whenever at any future time, one finds it necessary to 
propitiate Indra, one has recourse to that same act. Prom this it is clear 
that the affinity of the Deity is the stronger indicative.” — ^The answer to 
this is as follows ; — It would have been so if the result bad come from the 
Deity ; as a matter of fact however, it is from the sacrifice that the result 
follows; this is clear from such texts as ‘Desiring Heaven, one should 
perform the sacrifice’. — As for the assertion that ‘Indra, being propitiated, 
rewards him with cattle the explanation of this is that — 

The Deity is spoken of as a qualifying factor {8u. M). 

That is, as a matter of fact, the Deity is an auxiliary to the sacrifice j and it 
is only by way of eulogy that he is spoken of as the ‘ rewarder ’ ; just as 
we find in the case of such assertions as ‘ The village has been given to me 
by the Minister ‘ The village has been given to me by the Army-com- 
mander ’ ; neither the Minister nor the Army -commander has the authority 
to give away a village; the King alone has that authority: and yet the 
officer, who is only subordinate to the King, is spoken of as the giver , by way 
of eulogy, — Hence the conclusion is that for reasons already adduced, the 
affinity of material is the stronger indicative. 


Adhikaraija (18): The [ojfermg of one Himdred 
Gold-pieces * should take in the Details of the 
" Grain-offering \ 

SUTRA (35). 

[POrvapaksa — continued] — “The Gold should take in the 

DETAILS OP THE CLARIFIED BUTTER ; AS BOTH ARB OF 
THE NATURE OF ‘ TEJAS ’ {‘ ESSENCE ’), 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the text — ‘ Prdjapaiyan ghr^e dmrum nirvapet — ehatahrsnalam 
dyuh1cdmah\ [‘One should offer Rice Cooked with Clarified Butter, 
dedicated to Pmjdpaii; one desiring longevity should offer a hundred 
gold-pieces ’]. 

[In regard to this, the question is — At the offering of the gold-pieces, 
should the details adopted be those pertaining to the offering of Clarified 
Butter t Or those ■pext&ining to the offering of grains 1] 

The Purvapahaa view is as follows : — “ The gold should take in the details 
of the Clarified Butter’, that is, the Procedure adopted (at the offering of the 
gold-pieces) should be that of the Updnishuyaja. — ^Why so ? — Because of the 
oommonalty of ‘ Essence ’ ; i.e. both (Gold and Clarified Butter) have the 
common character of being of the nature of ‘ Essence ’ ; that is, Gold is the 
‘ essence ’ of stones, and Clarified Butter is the ‘ essence ’ of cows. Or, the 
mestning may be that Gold, being brilliant in colour, is bright ; and Clarified 
Butter also, being oily, is bright. — On the ground of this similarity, the 
offering of the Golden Piece should take in the details of the Vpmhshu/ydja." 

StJTRA (36). 

cx}ndnid&L]—‘‘' Also because many of the details 

■' ' ’ CAN BE ADOPTED 

j ' ' Bhdsya. 

i . * < > \ a ^ i f ^ r . ’ , i , ^ » 

“ There are several details relating to the Clarified Butter that can be 
adopted in connection with the Gold^pieces ; such, for instance, as ‘ Looking 
at’ and the like; as for the details relating to grains on the other hand, 
there are many that would have, to be omitted (in connection with Gold- 
pieces) ; such for instance as the ‘Threshing’ and the like. — From this also 
it follows that < he details to bO ^lopted at the offering of Gold-pieces should 
be those tek^big to Cla 4 fied ■* ~ i, < 4 j; ■, ^ > . 


(PffBVAPAK^A— 
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SUTRA (37). 

[SibdhInta] — In beality, it is the Pbocedhbe of the grain- 

OFFEBING (that SHOTTED BE ADOPTED), BEOATTSE OF SOLIDITY. 



In reaKty, the Procedure to be adopted at the oSering of gold-pieces 
should be that relating to the offering of grains ; — ^why ?--&6caMse of 
solidity ; that is, gold is solid, and grain also is solid.-—'* Between the two 
similarities [(1) that between Gold and Clarified Butter, in the shape of 
being of the nature of* Essence ’, and (2) that between gold and grain, in the 
shape of being solid'\, what ground for differentiation is there [by virtue of 
which the Siddhdntin prefers the (2)] ? ” — There is no ground for differentia- 
tion; but, in support of ‘solidity’ there are two reasons (as explained 
below) ; while in support of the * nature of essence there is only one reason, 
that of the possibility of many details being observed- 

SUTEA (38). 

Also becaitse of the tbbm ‘ohabd’ (‘Cooked Rice’). 

Bhd^ya. 

In the text— ‘ Prsyapafyom charum' — ^we find the term *charum’ 
(‘cooked rice’); and this term *eharu* connotes the grain; this is a very 
strong indicative of the Grain( — ^procedure being adopted). 

SUTRA (39). 

PUBTHBBl, BEOADSE OF THE MENTION OF ‘ COOKING ’ IN IT. 

Ehd§ya. 

We find that * Cooking' in it, — i.e. in Clarified Butter — is spoken of in 
the text *Ohrte shrapayati' [‘Cooks in Clarified Butter’]. — “What if it is 
so ? ” — ^If it is so, then what follows is that, if (as according to the Siddhdnta) 
the cooking comes in through the Procedure of the grain-offering, then this 
text (‘Cooks in Clarified Butter’) will enjoin Clarified Butter only ; while if 
(as according to Purvapaksa) the Procedure adopted were that of the 
offering of Clarified Butter, then the said text would have to be taken as 
enjoining both, the Cooking as well as the Clarified Butter ; and this would 
involve a syntactical split. 


Of SHtra (39), there is another explanation abo — 

Says the Opponent — “As a matter of fact, we find the Clarified Butter 
mentioned dureotly; hence the Procedure adopted should be that of the 
offering of Clarified Butter ”. — In answer to this we have — 
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<Su«ra (39)— Because of the mention of ‘Cooking’ in it, 
that is to say, the Cookittg in connection with the Darsha-Pumamaaa 
(which is the Archetype of grain-offerings) is found mentioned as to be 
done in Clmified Butter ; this is a similarity that the gold-offering bears to the 
grain-offering, in relation to an accessory detail (of the cooldng in Clarified 
Butter) ; and there are the other two similarities in relation to the material-— 
viz. (1) Solidity, and (2) the name ‘Cooked Eice’.— These similarities 
constitute very strong indicatives (in favour of the Procedure of the grain- 
offering being adopted). 


ADHiKABAisrA (19): In regard to the * Homy \ and 
‘ Water \ the details to he adopted are those 
relating to the Clarified Butter connected 
with the Updmshuydja. 

SUTRA (40). 

[PtTBVAPAK§A] — “ ImT EBGAKI) TO HONEY AND WaTEE, THE 

Peooedxtee adopted should be that of the Milk- 
offbbing; because of the similaeity of 

‘ BEINO LIQUID 
Bhdsya. 

connection with the Ohitrd sacrifice, we read. — ‘ Dadhi madhu ghTtam 
dhand vdaham, tan^uldh, tatmmaj'atam prdjdpatyam hhavati ’ [* Cnrd, Honey, 
Clarified Butter, Fried Grains, Water, Bice, — these together form the offering 
to'Prajdpati’]. 

[In regard to this the question arises — ^In connection with the offering 
of Honey and Water, should the Procedure adopted be that of the MiZA- 
offering, or that of the ojf e/ring of Clarified Butter ?] 

The Purvapah^a view is as follows: — “ In regard. to the Honey and Water, 
the Procedure adopted should be that of the MiVs-qffermg ; — why ? — because of 
the similarity of ‘ being Uguid ’ ; that is, Honey and Water are liquid and 
so also is Milk 

SUTRA (41). 

[Siddhanta] — In eeality, the Peoceduee adopted should be 
that of the offeeing of Clabified Buttle, because 

OF the SIMILAEITY OF COLOUE. 

Bhdsya, 

In reality, these two (Honey and Water) should follow Clarified Butter ; 
that is, the Procedure adopted at the offering of Honey and Water 
should be that of the Updthshuydja . — ^Why so ? — Because of the similarity of 
colour ; Honey and Water are of the same colour as Clarified Butter. 

SUTRA (42). 

Also because the details can be adopted. 



There are many details relating to Clarified Butter that can be adopted 
in connection with Honey and Water, such as ‘ XJtpavana* (‘sprinkling’) 
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and the like; while there are details relating to the Milk-offering ihoJo 
cannot be adopted, — such as ‘ milking the cow ’ and the like. 

SUTRA (43), 

Ffbthee, because the peevious (similaeity) is equally 

APPLICABLE (to THIS CASE ALSO). 

Bhdsya. 

The reason that has been adduced previously (in Su. 40) — viz., the 
similarity of * being liquid ’ — is equally applicable here also ; as Clariaed 
Butter also becomes liqueBed by contact with hre.— Hence it follows that 
at the offering of Honey and Water, the Procedure adopted should be that 
.of the XJpdmshuydja. 


End of Pdda i of Adhyaya VIII. 


ADHYAYA VIIL 

PADA n. 

Adhikahana (I) : At the ‘ Vdjina’ and the ^ Sautrdmam^ 
ojferings^ the details to he adopted should he those 
pertaining to the Dar8ha-Purnmmsa\ 

SUTRA (1). 

[PO-RVAPAKgA— coTiimwecZj— “ At the offebings of the ‘ VIjina 
(whey) and the ‘ SatJTBAMANI THE PEOOEDtrEB TO BE 
FGiEXOWED SHOULD BE THAT OF THE ‘ SOMA-SAOBIFIOE ' ; 
BECAUSE OF THE A^f^lOATION OF THAT TEEm”. 

Bha^ya, 

«) In eonneetion with GMitwrma^a sacrifices, the ‘ VSjina-oflEermgs ’ 
have :beea Md dowia, in the text — The Vdjina (whey) is to be offered to 
the Simihudy, m ocmiiection with the SmOrSmcviUy there are 

certain, offfflmgs oi wine, laid down, in the text — ‘One should take np the 
cap dedicated to tibe Aahvins, that dedicated to Earaevail^ that dedteated 
'to 

In regard to these two, there arises the question — ^which is the 
Procedure to bo adopted ? — that of the Soma-aacriflce 5 Or that of the 

On this question, the Punxtpak^ view is stated as follove : — ** At the 
o^erings of the * Vajina ’ and the * Sautrdmani ’ the procedwre to be foUowed 
shouM be that of the ‘ Sonia-mGrifice * ; that is, the Procedure of the Soma- 
mcrifice should be adopted. — ^Why so ? — Because of the application of that term ; 
that is, because the term ‘ Soma ’ has been applied to the offerings in ques- 
tion, As a matter of fact, we find the term ‘ Soma ’ applied to the offerings in 
question, in the text — ‘ Somo vai vdjinam ‘ Surd 8omah> ’ Whey is Soma % 
‘ Wine is Sfima.’]. In reality, the Whey is not Soma ; nor is Wine Soma ; 
nor is there any resemblance between these two things and Soma ; and it is 
only on the basis of resemblance or similarity that the name of one thing 
can be applied to another. Hence what these texts do is to lay down the 
similarity (between Whey and Soma, and between Wine and Soma); and 
the only similarity that can be laid down is that due to the presence of the 
details of the Soma-sacrifice at the Whey-offering and at the Wine-offering ; 
no other similarity is possible. — Thus this is a case of the * transference ’ of 
details, not through Procedure, but through Name, as in the case of the 
Agnihotra at the Kwi)dapdyinamayana (see above under 7. 3. 1 et seq.).” 
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[PCbvapaksa — continued] — Also because of the 
‘ Anuva!?ateaba 


“The presenee oi ‘anuvaaatJeara* also indicates the details of the 
Somasaerifice i the said pres®3ce being spoken of in the texts—* Vdjinasya- 
gne mMtpanuvaaatkaroti*^ *Surayd vihUyanummikaroti'." 


StJTEA (3). 

[PtjRVAPAK^A — cmiinue ^' — “ Also because of the ‘ Eating ’ on 

INVXTATIGN.” 

Bhd§ya. 

** * Eating on invitation ’ is a detail that belongs to the Soma-aac^ifice ; 
as it is in connection with that sacrifice that we read — ‘ ShSmm mmam. va 
v^hajya aamupahdya bhaJe^ayanti* [‘The Belnnant they divide equally and 
eat after invitation ’].” 

SCTTRA (4). 

[PtlavAPAKSA — concluded ] — “The presence of details as (a) 
‘Kbayana’ (Buying), (6) ‘Shbayana’ (Pbepabing), (c) 
‘Pubobuk’, {d) ‘Obahana’ (Holding) with ‘UpayIma’, 

(e) ^Asadana’ (Placing), (/) 'Vasa’ (‘Living), 

AND (g) ‘Hpanahana’ (Wearing) — ^also 

(INIMGATES THE SAME).” 


The following text clearly shows the presence, at the Wine-offering, of 
the * Krayana ’ (Buying) and other details pertaining to the Soma-aacrifice— 
‘ (a) With lead, buying a sexless euaimal, (6) he prepares the Ashvina-cop with 
flour; — (c) there is one Puroruk and one Ydjya; {d) with the mantra 
Upayamagrhitosi, etc. he holds the Aehmrn-cap-, (e) having held it, he 
places it; (/) for three nights they live together; (g) they wear linen 
clothes, etc. etc.’ — ^If this passage were an independent injunction (and 
not a mere reference to the detaite pertaining to the Soma), then the 
sentences would have to be regarded as serving several purposes, as they 
would in that case be enjoining several such details as Lead, Buying, and 
so forth. 

“ Eronx all this it follows that at both the offerings in question, — the 
*Whep' and the ‘ to be adopts should be that of 

the Soma-mcr^ce^’l-'i Iffrl < ^ 
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SHABABA-BHi§YA : 


SUTRA (5). 

[Siddhanta]-— In bbality, the Peocbdttbb should be determined 

BY THE MATERIAL ; BECAUSE THEY ARE PRODUCTS OF IT. 

BM§ya. 

In reality, by the affinity of the material, it would be determined 
that the Procedure to be adopted should be that of the DarsJM-Purnamdaa — 
Why so ? — Became they are products of it ; that is, the Wine and the Whey 
are products of the material offered at the Darsha-Purnamasa ; the Wine 
being the product of grains, and the Whey being the product of the Curd- 
Butter. 

SUTRA (6). 

The term ‘ Soma ’ has been applied by way of Praise. 

Bhdsya. 

The reason put forward by the Opponent (in Sutra 1) is “ became of the 
application of the term ‘Soma’P — Our answer to this is as follows; — The 
term * Soma ’ has been used in the text in question, for the purpose of 
praising, not for the purpose of enjoining ; as there is no injunctive word ; 
in fact, what the sentences ‘Whey is 8oma\ ‘Wine is Soma \ mean is only 
the praise of the Whey and the Wine as similar to the Soma, on the ground 
of their bringing about excellent results ; just as in the sentence ‘ Devadalta 
is a lion’, the man is praised as being like the lion. — Hence the present case 
cannot be treated as one of ‘ transference of details’ through Names. 

SUTRA (7). 

The others are distinct assertions. 

Bhd^a. 

As regards the details of ‘buying with lead’ and the rest [that have 
been brought forward under Su. (3), above], they have been distinctly 
mentioned in the texts; and as they are not otherwise admissible, they 
have to be taken as enjoined by the sentences quoted. — As for this leading 
to the contingency of the sentences serving several purposes, that cannot 
be avoided; as the sentences do actually lay down certain acts with 
accessory details. , j 

SUTRA (8). 

The declaration also (points to the same conclusion). 

Bhd§ya. 

There is the text — ‘ ShaspairSva dikganiyam dpnoti, tokmabhih prdyani- 
yom, swhhalomahhih dtithydm ’ [* One accomplishes the Dikmitiyd by means 
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of grasses, the Prdya^lya by means of barley-blades, the Atithya by means 
of lion’s hairs’]. If the offerings in question were only forms of the Soma 
sacrifice, then the DlJcsa^iya and the rest would come into them directly 
(through that same sacrifice, as the original Archetype) ; and if they were 
so directly admissible, then there would be no justification for speaking of 
their accomplishment by means of the ‘ grasses ’ and other things. 

SCTRA (9). 

FCBIHEB, WJB ®IHD texts indicative of the ‘ PaSHU-PUEO DASHA ’ 
(dAKE OF THE ANIMAL-SAOEmCES) , 

Eh&^a, 

We find the ‘cups’ in questioa spoken of as ‘ pasku-purodasha ’ (Cake 
of the Animal-sacrifices); — as a matter of fact, however, the Pas^-sacrifices 
have no Cakes, the only ‘ cakes ’ they have is in the shape of the Cups ; — 
but the Cups are Cups, not Oakes', they could therefore be rightly spoken 
of as * Cakes ’ only if they took in the details of the Cake-offering. — ^From 
this it follows that the Procedure to be adopted must be that pertaining to 
tlae Cake-offeriv^i {ue. the Da^aha-'Puri(Mmdaa). 





Adhikara^S'a (2): The ‘ Pashu-offering ^ tahes in the 
details of the * Curd-Butter-offeriTig \ 

SOTBA (10). 

[P0EVAPAK§A — continued] — “The ‘ ANIMAL-OFEERl^irG^ should be 
TREATED AS A MODIFIED FORM OF THE ‘ CaKB-OFFEBING 
BECAUSE OF THE DeITY BEING THE SAME. 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Jyotistoma sacrifice, there is the offering of the 
^ Animal ’ dedicated to Agni-Soma, laid down in the text — ‘ On being 
initiated, the man kills the animal dedicated to Agni-S(ma\ 

In regard to this, there arises the question — Is the Animal-offering 
a modified form of the Cake-offering ? Or of the Curd-Butter-offering ? 

The Purvapahga view is as follows ; — *‘The Animal-offering should he 
treated as a modified form of the Gahe-offering ; — why ? — because of the Deity 
being the same ; i.e. the Animal is dedicated to Agni-Soma, and the Cake 
also is offered to the same Deity.” 

StTTRA (H). 

[PflBVAFAKSA — Mutinued]—*^ Also because there is besprinkling.” 

Ehd§ya. 

“The text ‘ Adhhyastvausadhibhyo jugtam prokgamV [which speaks of 
the * besprinkling’ of the Animal] shows that the ‘ besprinkling’, which is a 
detail pertaining to the Cake, is done to the Animal." 


StJTRA (12). 

[PffEVAPAK§A — concluded] — ** Lastly, because of the ‘Heating*.” 

BM§ya. 

“ ‘ Heating ’ is a detail that pertains to the Cake, and it is found, 
in the following text, to be spoken of in relation to the Animal — * Ahavani- 
ydt ulmukena pashum paryagnikaroti' [‘With a burning stick out of the 
Ahavaniya Fire, he heats the Animal — ^From all this it follows that the 
Animal-offering is a modified form of the Cake-offering.” 
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ABHYlYA VUI, PiDA II, ADHIKABANA (2). 

SC^TRA (13). 

[SiDDHAN'rA]-— I n EBALAtY, it SHOTJIiD TAKE AFTER THE CURD- ■ 
BTJTTBE-OFFEEINO, because this is PEODUOID OUT OF THAT. 

Bhdsya. 

In reality, the Animal should take after the Curd-Butter, not after the 
Oa&e. — *‘Why? ” — Because this is produced out of that, — that is, it is 
out of the animal that the Curd-Butter is produced, as also the Animal • 
hence the two are closely related; and close-relationship is an indicative (of 
common details) ; — and it has already been explained above (under Su. 
8. 1. 17) that the affinity of material is a stronger indicative than the 
affinity of deity, 

StiTRA (14). 

Also because its vessel is found mentioned. 

Ehd§ya. 

* Its wsseZ -The XJkk& is the vessel that contains the Curd-Butter; 
and this UkhS'iB found mentioned in connection with the Animal-offering, 
in the text — ‘ Yadi pashurukhaydm pachSi' ['If one cooks the animal in the 
Ukhd-poC]. 



ADHiKARAisfA (3) : The dOails of the ‘ Milh-offering ^ are 
transferred to the * Animal-off ering \ 

SUTE-A (IS). 

[PS'rvapak^a] — “ It shouiiD be kegabded as a modieied form 

OF THE OuRD ; BECA'qS® THE SHAPE IS SIMILAB TO IT,” 
Mhasyd. 

[It has been decided that the ^Animar is a modified form of the 
'Curd -Butter’, — ^The question that arises now is — Is it a mtodified form 
oftheCwrd!? Ot oi the Milht'\ 

The Pwvapaksa view is thsMb — “ Even though the ‘ Animal-offering ’ is 
a modified form of the ‘ Curd-Satter -offering’, — yet it should be treated as 
a modified form of the Gurd, not of the MiHx. — ^Why so ? — Because the shape 
is similar to it ; the * shape ’ meant here is s&Uiity P 


SOTJRA C16J- 

[SlDDttiUTA] — I e reality, PT 8W3IILD TARE AFTER THE MiLK, ; AS 
THE “OiME IS THE SAME. 

BTmya. 

In reality, the * Animal ’ shonld,take after the ' Milk not the * Curd ’ ; — 
because the Animal is offered in the immediate time (i.e. as soon as it is 
killed), and Mille also is offered in the immediate time; the Curd on the 
other hand takes two days* time, and it is intercepted by the Milk- (which 
must come in before the Curd) ; and to that extent the Curd cannot be 
so intimate (with the Animal). 


S0TEA (17). 

BeOAHSB of IMMEDIATE OONHECTION WITH THE AnIMAL, 

Eha§ya. 

Then again, the Milk is immediately (directly) connected with the ' 
Animal (Cow), and to that extent what is most nearly connected with the 
Animal is the AfiZZ:, not the Cttrd. 



ABHYAYA VIH, PADA U, AfJHISABAHA (3). 


SUTRA (18). 


Fluidity IS common (to both). 

Bhd^a. 

Fluidity is common to both, the Animal as well as the Milkj the 
Animal also becomes liquefied; and so also is the Milk. — ^Henoe it follows 
that the * Animal-offering ’ is a modified form of the ‘ Milk* offering 


, -'-.1 ;} > ,r I-' ■ a ? - f 


Adhikabaija (4) : The ^ Rmihsa^ {Curdled Milk) takes 
in the details of the ‘ Milk \ 

vSUTRA (19). 

[PCtbvapak^a (A)] — “The ‘Curdled Milk’ should be bbgabded 

AS THE MODIFIED FORM OF BOTH, BECAUSE IT IS PRODUCED 
OUT OF BOTH.” 

Bha§ya. 

The ‘ CiJrdled Milk’ is offered to VishvedSvas. — [In regard to this there 
arises the question— Is this #CurdIed -Milk-offering to take in the detaffs 
of the Milh-ojfering ? Or those of the Gurd-offering ? Or those of both ?] 

The Purvapalc§a view is that ^‘ihe Curdled Milk should he regarded as 
the modified form of both — Curd and Milk, — because it is produced out of 
both ; as a matter of fact, the Curdled Milk is brought into existence 
by both Curd and Milk, and hence it cannot be right to say that it is the 
modified form of one, not of the other ; — hence it must be regarded as the 
modified form of both.” 

StTRA (29). 

[SlDDHAHTA (A)]— -It SHOULD TAKE AFTER ONE ONLY ; AS THE 

Injunction is only onie- 



The Curdled Milk should take after only one — either the Curd or 
the MiZfc, — ^not both ; — because the Injunction is only one, in the form — * The 
Curdled Milk to be offered to ViahvBdevas ’ and the needs of this single 
Injunction would be fulfilled with only one Procedure; — hence the Curdled 
MH k should take after only one substance. 

It Le-a been ar^ted by the Opponent that it is not right to make any 
distinction (between Curd and Milk, as the Original Priniary of the Curdled 
Milk). In answer to this we have the following view (set forth by a second 
Opponent) — 

SCTRA (21). 

[PCriiVAPAKSA (B)j— “ It should take after the Curd, because 

BOTH ABE SOLID.” 

Bhmya. 

“The Curd is solid; the Curdled Milk sfiso is solid; while the Millr ig 
liquid ; — this is the distinction between the two ; — hence the Curdled Milk 
should be regarded as the modified form of Cvdd.” 
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ADHYAYA vm, PADA n, adheearana (4). 

SUTEA (22). 

[SiDDHANTA — Final]~lN REALITY, IT SHOULD TAKE AFTER THE 
MlIiK; AS IT IS THE MiLK THAT IS THE PREDOMINANT 
FACTOR, AND THE CUBD IS THEBE ONLY FOB 
SUBSERVING THE PURPOSES OF THE 

Milk; as in the ordinary 

WORLD. 

Bhasya, 

It is the Milk, not Curd, that becomes modified into ‘ Curdled Milk ’ ; — 
became Milk ia the predominant factor. Wherein does the predoimnance of 
the Milk lie ? ” — It lies in the larger ijuantity ; in ‘ Curdled Milk’, there is a 
larger quantity of Milk and a smaller one of Curd. — The Curd is there only 
for subserving the purposes of th^ MUk ; that is, the Curd is put into the Milk 
only for the purpose of thickening the Milk; — as in the ordinary world: in 
the ordinary world, Curd is put into Milk only for the purpose of thickening 
the Milk. — “ How so ? ” — ^When there is no Curd, the same thickening is 
done with another acid substance, such as Sorur Gruel for instance; and 
to the Milk thus thickened also, the same name (‘ Curdled Milk’) 

is applied ; in fact the Curd is the acid substance that has been specially 
laid down (as to be used for the thickening of the Milk), only with a view to 
an unseen transcendental purpose. It follows from this therefore that it is 
the Milk which, coming into contact with an acid substance becomes 
thickened and hence called ‘dmikscC (‘Curdled Milk’); — and if it is the 
Milk that becomes the ‘ Curdled Milk ’, then it is only reasonable to conclude 
that the * Curdled Milk ’ is a modified form of MUk. 

StJTEA (23). 

Also because the chabactbbistio feature is thus maintained, 

Bhd^ck. 

The characteristic featvrre, of freshness, can be maintained only if the 
Curdled Milk is regarded as a modified form of Milk. The offering made to 
Vishvedevas should be something fresh ; if then, the Curdled Milk were the 
modified form of Curd, then this freshness would become excluded. — “ But 
the offering to VishvHevas might also be made in two days.” — ^In that case 
the characteristic feature of freshness would become excluded. That 
freshness is the characteristic feature is indicated by the text ‘ Do partake of 
good Milk ’ ;— if the ‘ Curdled Milk ’ were a modified form of Curd, then it 
would have to be offered after two days, — by which time it would no 
longer remain ‘ Milk’ ; and in that case what is said in the text just quoted 
V 70 uld not be applicable. From all this it follows that the Curdled Milk is 
the modified form of Milk, and therefore there can be no details relating to 
the Curd. 



Adhikarana (5): The details of the ^ Dvddashdha\ are 
adopted with due differentiation regarding its dual 
character of * AMna^ and * Satra\ 

SUTRA (24), 

[POrvapak§a] — “The ‘Dvadashaha’ is a ‘Satba’ as v/ell as an 
‘AhIna’; hbi^ce it operates both ways; as it is a single 

SACRIEIOE.” 

Bhasya. 

The Dvadashaha sacrifice is composed of the following units — (1) Dvdda- 
shctha, (2) Ahargana, (3) Prayanlya, — Atirdtra, (4) Prsthya, (6) Sadaha, 
(6-8) The three Chhandomds, (9) Avivdhya, (10) Ahah, (11) XJdayamya, 
(12) Udayamya-Aiirdtra. — ^This DvddasMha sacrifice is called ‘ Satra' as 
well as ‘ Ahlna\ — “How do you know that?” — ^We know this from the 
teaching of learned men ; they have taught that ‘ the DvddasMha is a Satra 
as well as an Ahina' ; in the matter of the meanings of words the teaching 
of learned rnen is the only source of knowledge. — It is with special reference 
to these two names that the several characteristic details of the DvddasMha 
have been laid down, in the following texts— ‘One, two or many persons 
shall perform the A hlna sacrifice, — initiated priests shall perform the sacrifice 
for them’, — ‘Seventeen Brahmapas, with the. sacrificer himself as the 
seventeenth, shall proceed to perform the Satra\ and so forth. Names also 
are determined by characteristic functions ; — e.g. in the case of such names 
as ‘brdhmana \ *parivrdt>\ * vdnapmstha'. — ^Now under Adhyaya X, it is 
going to be explained that. — (A) ‘The DvddasMha is regarded as a Satra, 
because the name ‘Satra' is applicable to it (a) on account of the 
injunction containing the verbal roots dsana (to sit at) and updy (proceed 
to), and (6) on account of the plurality of sacrific&rs' (Su. 10. 6. 69), and 
(B)— ‘It is to be regarded as an AMna, (a) because the injunction contains 
the verbal root yajaii (to sacrifice), and also (6) because there is no 
restriction regarding the number of sacrificers ’ (Su. 10." 6. 60). — ^It has also 
been explained (under 8. 1. 17) that the Procedure of the DvddasMha is to be 
adopted at all sacrifices of the ‘ Ahargaim ’ Group, such as the Dvirdtra and 
.,;,theT©St. ■ 

Now, the question that arises is — When the Procedure of this 
DvddasMha is transferred to its Mctype, is it transferred in both forms 
{Ahina and Satra) ? Or is there some restriction and differentiation, — -i.e, 
in some cases *in the form of Ahtna, and in others, in the form of Satra 1 
On this question, w© have the following Purvapaksa : — “ It operates both 
xmys, because it is a single mcrifieci that is, the DvddasMha-procedure 
.should become transferred in both forms, — “ Why ? ” — Because it is a single 
aaorifice ; that is, the DvddasMha is a single sacrifice, with both forms, as 
explained above; and in its operation, we do not find any grounds for 
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making any such distinction as that ‘in this case it operates as Ahlna, and 
in that other, as- jS'aim’. Hence we conclude that it must operate (become 
adopted) in both forms. — ‘If a single act operates in both forms, there can 
be no need for the second operation’. — ^Well,— inasmuch as it is a single 
sacrifice, tiiere would be Option ; just as there is in regard to the ‘ Touching ’ 
at the modified forms of the A^eya (See Su. 8. 1. 26) ”, 


SUTRA (25), 


[SlDDHiOTA] — ^Isr REALITY, ON ACCOUNT OP THE PRESENCE OP 
THE BOOT ‘TO SACRIFICE THE TRAN8PBEBNCE SHOULD BE 
IN THE POEM OP ‘ AhINA ’ J BECAUSE THE EcTYPE IS 
SPOKEN OP IN THE SAME TERMS AS 

THE Archetype. 


In reality, it is not right that in all cases the Dvadashaha'procedure 
should be adopted in both forma ; for, as a matter of fact, in the case of the 
Ectype which is spoken of in terms of the root * Yaji\ ‘to sacrifice’, the 
Procedure adopted should be that of the Dvadaskaha in the form of ‘ Ahlna ’ ; 
and, as a necessary corollary to this, in the case of the Ectype spoken of 
in terms of the root ‘os’, ‘to sit’, or *updyi\ ‘to proceed to’, the 
Procedure adopted should be that of the Dvadashaha in the fonn of ‘ Satra \ 
— “Why so ?” — Because the Echype is spoken of in the same terms as the 
Archetype ; as a matter of fswt, the Ectype is always spoken of in the same 
tenns as the Archetype ; consequeniiy what is the Archetype of which Ectype 
can always be determined on the basis of the similarity of the terms used in 
til® InjirnctlotQu The Dvddashdha in Ihe'form of ‘ Ahlna ’ has been enjoined 
in terms of the root ‘ Yaji\ ‘to sacrifiioe’, — in the text — *Dvadaahd.hena 
prajdMmo yafeta ' [* Dmiring offspring, one should sacrifice with the Dvdda- 
ghaha ’3 ; while in tho form of the ‘ Satra \ it has been enjoined in terms of the 
roots ‘ aaa % * to sit ’ and ■* ttpdyi ’ , * to proceed to % — in the text, Dvddashaham 
rddhikdma itpeyuh ; DtSdashaham rddhikdma upasiran ’ [‘ Those who desire 
prosperity ^bM>uld proceed to the Dvadhdha; those who desire prosperity 
shcmld sit at the DmdcuAaJka ’]. 


SUTRA (26), 


PICES FROM THE ‘ DviRiTRA ’ DOWN TO THE ‘ SkADASHABATBA 
OF THE NATURE OP ‘ ArINA ’ ; AS THEY ABE ENJOINED 
IN TERMS OP THE BOOT, ‘ YaJI ‘TO SAORIPICB’. 


Bhdfya, 

Opponent asks — “ Which cd the d.^rjono-saorifices are enjoined 
of the root ‘ to sacrifice ’-r^nat which the procedure adopted shall 
ti the DvMashaha in the form of f Ahlna ’ i And which of them are 
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shabara.-bh1§ya : 


enjoined in terms of the root ‘to sit’ or ‘ to proceed to’ — at which 
the procedure adopted shall he that of the Dvadashaha in the form of 

Answer — The sacrifices from the ■ Dviratra’ down to the ‘ Elcddashardtra' 
are of the nature of ‘ Ahiina'’ ; and at these, the procedure adopted is that of 
the Dvadashaha in the form of ‘ AMna'. And the reason for this lies in the 
fact that these sacrifices have been enjoined in terms of the root ‘ to sacrifice 
— in such texts as ‘ Dviratrerm yajeta’ [‘One should sacrifice with the 
Dvirdtra ’]. 

SUTRA (27). 

At the SAORmCBS .BBGINNINa WITH THE ‘ TraYODASHARATRA THE 
Procedure ADOPTED IS that of the ‘Dvadashaha’ in 

THE FORM OF ‘ SaTBA ’ ; BECAUSE THESE HAVE BEEN 
ENJOINED IN TERMS OF THE ROOTS ‘ TO SIT ’ 

AND ‘TO PROCEED TO 

Bhdsya. 

The injunctions of these sacrifices are in the form—' Trayodashardtram 
rddhljcdmd upeyuh', ‘ OhaturdasharStram ^ddhlhdmd updsiran' [‘Thosa 
desiring prosperity should proceed to the Trayodaahardtra ‘ Those desiring 
prosperity should sit at the Ghaturdashardtra'']. 

In a friendly spirit, we set forth another explanation ; — (a) Inasmuch 
as the Ahina is enjoined in terms of the root ‘to sacrifice the character of 
‘ Ahma ’ belongs to the Dvirdtra and the rest, as these also have been 
enjoined in terms of the root *to sacrifice’. — (6) Inasmuch as the Satra 
is enjoined in terms of the roots ‘ to sit’ and ‘ to proceed to’, the character 
of * Satra' belongs to the Trayodashardtra and the rest, as these also have 
been enjoined in terms of the same roots. 

StJTRA (28). ^ 

Also because there is an indicative text. 

Bhdsya. 

There is the text—' Agnisfomo vai prajdpatih, sa uitardn ekdhdnasrjata, 
tametam dvirdtradayo' hargandh udmh tvamasmdn md hdslh iti, tadesdm 
ahinatvam ’ [‘ Agni^tojna is Praj&pati ; he created the later Ekdha sacrifices ; 
to him said the Dvirdtra and other Aharganas — Do not please abandon us ; 
herein consists their character of Ahina'}, — ^This text clearly shows that 
the Dvirdtra and the rest are of the nature' of * Ahina 


Adhikabana (6) : At the ‘ Panchadashardtra ’ aTid other 
\Ahargana8 \ the Details to be adopted should be those 
ofthe^Satra\ 

SUTRA (29). 

[Pt3fBVAPAE§A-— CCWimMetZi — “ The ‘ PASfCHADASHABATEA ’ IS OE 
THE NATUKE OF ATS ‘ AhINA BBCATJSB IT HAS THE ‘ AtISATBA ’ 

AT ONE OE THE OTHEB END ; SO ALSO, THE ‘ KlJNDA- 

payinImayana ’ ; — ^as the chaeacteb of 

AhINA ’ HAS BEEN DBCLAEED TO BELONG 
TO SUCH SACEIEIGBS AS FULFIL THE 
SAID CONDITION,” 

Bha^ya. 


[In regard to the Panchadashardtra and the Kw^apdyindmayana, the 
question arising as to whether these are' * Satra\ or * AMna ’] the Piirmpahpa 
view is as follows : — “ The Panchadashardtra and the Kundapdyindrnayana 
are both AMna. — Why ? — Because they have the ‘ Atirdtra ’ at one or the 
other end ; both of these have the Atirdtra at one or the other end; hence 
they must be AMna. — (A) In connection with the Panchadashardtra, we have 
the text — ‘ Trivrdagnisticdaffnistomah, trirdtro dashardtra udayanlyo Hirdtrah ’ 
[where the Atirdtra occurs at the end], — (B) In connection with 'the 

Ktindapdyindmayana there is the text — * Mdsamagnihotram juhoti 

dashardtro mahdvratam udayanlyo HirdtraM [Here also the Atirdtra 
comes at the end].~As a rule, that which has the Atirdtra at one or the 
other end is an AMna. — * How do you know that ? ’ — Because the character 
of * AMna ’ has been declared to belong to such sacrifices as fulfil the said 
condition, ~i.e. those that have the Atirdtra at one or the other end, — 
in the text — ‘Because a sacrifice has the Atirdtra at one end, therefore 
it must, be an AMna \ 


S.OTRA (30). 

[PtlEVAPAK^A — concZttflfedn— “ Also because it has been 
SPOKEN OF AS ,-* AhINA’.” 


“ The Pcmchadashardtra has be^^dearly spoken of as ‘ AMna * , in the text 
‘ Because it has the Afirdtra^ therefore it must be an Ahlna\ — 

For this reason also it must b§.Tegar(|ed as ‘ Ahvm 
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SHABABA-BHASYA : 


SUTRA {31). 

[Siddhanta] — The two sacbifices must be beoarded as 'Satbas ’ ; 

BECAUSE THEY HAVE BEEN ENJOINED IN TERMS OF THE ROOT 
‘ TO PBOCEED TO 

Bhasya. 

The two sacrifices in question musfbe regarded as ‘ SaPvcts not ‘ Ahlnas ’ ; 
— why ? — because they have beevi &n^ovned in terms of the root ‘ to proceed to'. 
For instance, in connection with the PanoltadasJut/rdPra, the injunction is — 
‘Those who desire prosperity slmuM proceed to this Pa/hchadaslmrdtra ' . — In 
connection with the Kwfdapapwmmviiima also, the injunction is ‘Those 
deBiving pvosp&Tity should proceed to. it' . 

QttesHon — “ Between the two indicatives cited, (one by the PUrvapaJcsin) 
which is in the shape of another s&ntmce (speaking of the Atirdtra sA one end), 
and the other (by the Siddhmitm), in the shape of the Injunction (being 
in terms of the root ‘ to proceed to ’ ), — ^which is the more authoritative ? ” 

Answer — That which is contained in the Injunction is more intimately 
related, while the other is remotely exterior. — There is yet another difference 
between the two indieativesj — That which is itself always an Ahlna 
cannot be -eulagised ■ as being AMnai it as by way of an argument that 
we have the daclairatiom ‘ Because St has the AJtdrdtra at osne end, iher^&re 
It fcnust he an Akina ' : now if this argumenit does prove the conclusion, 
then the aaerilioo hi iquestion would be an Ahlna even without the 
dodaratinn ; — if it does not pirov® the oondhasiraa, then, it does not beoame 
established by the mere dacilawKtion. Ihe text in question therefore is 
• not A but a mom sy^ermce, for the purpose of eulogising the 

saerlfic®;---now it is not poraibio for what is itself an difwna to be 
eulogised as * Ahina’ on the ground of havmg the Mnr&ra mt one end; 
because it is au inseparable qualification of ©very AMna. On the otl^ 
hand, such an eulogy is quite ]>ossibie for what is itself a Sadra , — the sense 
of tite eulogy being — ‘ Because it has the AUrdtra at one end, therefore it is 
Ahina ^ — ^while by itself it is a Satrap — hence hawing a dual cliarac^er, it is 
superior to the other 

SOTRA (32). 

The text indicates the sign of ‘Satea’. 

Bhd§ya. 

The following text indicates the sign of ‘ Satra ’ in the Kundapdyvmwn- 
yana . — ‘ Grhapatirgrhapatih subrahrmnyah subrahmanyak' ; it is only at the 
Satra that ‘ Qrhapati'y ‘ Master of the House’, as such takes part ; as declared 
in the text — ‘ The Priests, with the Master of the House as the seventeenth, 
should proceed to the Satra' -it is at the Satra that his presence is 
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ADH¥AYA VIII. 

PlDA III. 

Adhikarana (1): (A) The ‘ SMicMdcmata^ takes in the 
detcdls of the ‘ Agne/ya ’ ; — {B) the \ Agndvaisnava ’ takes 
m the detadls of the " Agmsormya\ 

SUTRA (1). 

[POrvapak§a]— ” In the case of the ‘ Havirgana’ sacrifices, 

THE LATTER SHOULD TAKE AFTER THE LATTER ; BECAUSE OF 
THE SIMILARITY OF POSITION.” 

Bhdsya. 

The ‘ Havirgaaa saerifiees are the subject-matter of this AdlMkara^, 
— (there being two sets of these saoritices) — ( 1) one set laid down in the texts 
— ‘ One should offer the Cake baked on eleven pans, dedicated to Agni- 
Vi?nu, — Cooked Rice, dedicated to Sarasvatij — Cooked Rice, dedicated to 
Brhaspati’, and (2) the second set laid down in the texts — ‘ One should offer 
the Cake baked on eight pans to Agni-Shuchi, — to Agni-Pavaka’ and 
so forth. — [In the corresponding Archetypal Sacrifice, there is first the 
‘ Agneya-offering *, and second, the Ag'mffcmii/a-offeriag ’.] 

The question that arises is — Is the Procedure to be adopted at (2) the 
offering to ShucM that of (2) the A gr^onviya, — and the Procedure to be adop- 
ted at (1) i/is offering to Agni-Vistm, that of (1) the Agwya ? — Or is it the 
other way about ? 

On this question, the Purvajmksa view is as follows ; — “ In the case of 
the ‘ Ecuoiffgami ' saa-ifices, the latter, — i.e. * the offering to Shuchi ’ — shouM 
take aft&r — be regarded as the modified form of — the loiter — i.e. Agnisonivya ; 
and the former, — i.e. the offering to Agni-V i^nu — should be regarded as the 
modified form of the former, — i.e. the Kgneya . — Why so ? — Because of th$ 
silnAla/rUy of Position ; that is, by reason of their place in the order of sequence 
(in the two sets) ; i.e. in the case in question the offering to Shuchi occupie.s the 
second place in the order of sequence (among the ‘ Havirgana' sacrifices), 
and the A gnisomlya -offering also occupies the second place at the Archetypal 
Sacrifice; — similarly, in the other case, among the ‘ Havirgana' .sacrifices, 
the offering to Agni-Vi^u occupies the first place in the order of sequence, 
and the Agneya-offering occupies the first place at the Archetypal Sacrifice. 
— Thus then, on the basis of the indicative in the shape of the similarity of 
Position, the former takes after the former, and the latter after the latter P 
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SUTRA (2). 

ISiddhahta]— The matteb shottld be detbbmiebd on the 

BASIS OE THE BeITY ; BECAUSE THAT IS SCEIPTUEAE, 

THE OTHEB BEING NOT-SCBEPTUEAli. 

. Bhdsya. 

The l^roeedure shotdd be determined, — not by the ‘Position’ {of the 
offerings),- — bub on the basis of the Deity, — i.e. on the basis of the similarity 
of Deities. — “ Why ? ” — Because the Deity is scriptural, — i.e. is spoken of 
directly by means of such terms as ‘Agnavaisrmvam ’ and ‘Agnaye-Shuchaye ’ ; 
— while the other, — i.e. Position, — is not-scriptural; i.e. the Position is 
not directly spoken of by any words of the texts, it is only presumed on the 
basis of the consideration of a number of sacrifices in the lump.---“ What 
if that is so?” — ^If that is so, then this is what happens. — The notion of 
the Deity, being derived immediately from the Injunction of the Act 
concerned, becomes the predominant factor, — while the other, i.e. the 
notion of ‘Position’, is brought about by the order of. sequence — and 
as such, becomes the subordinate factor. Under the circumstances, the 
most reasonable course is to give preference to the predominant factor. — 
Hence we conclude that the Procedure adopted at the offering to Agni- 
Shuchi should be that of the Agniya (because at both there is only one 
Deity\, — and the Procedure adopted at the offering to Agni-Vimu should be 
that of the Agnigomiya (because at each of these, there are two Deities). ' 


Adhikaeana (2) : The details of the ^ Dvadashdha ^ are to be 
adopted at the * Tri'ort-Ahan ’ offerings in connection 
with the * Janaha-Soptardtn'a", 

SUTRA (3). 

[POkvapaksa] — “When thbke is an Injunction of a group, 

THEBE SHOULD BE REPETITION OF THAT WHOSE INDICATIVE 

SIGN IS thebe; as in the case of THE ‘AgnEya’/’ 

Bhdsya. 

In connection with the Janaka-Saptardtra’ , we read — ‘ Chatvdri trivrnti 
ahdni hhavanti' [‘There are four Ahan-offerings with, the Triwt-Btoma^']; 
— in another place, we read again, 'Nava trivr^ti ahdni hhavantV [‘There' 
^VQ mne Ah^n-offerings with. Trivrt-Sioma''}. 

There arises the question — ^Do these texts mean that there should 
be repetition {four times and nine times) of the^irsi ‘ Ahan-offering ’ which 
is associated with the Trivft-Stoma ? Or do they lay down the particular 
Stoma {Trivet) in connection with the several ‘ Ahan-ojferinga ' that form part 
of the Dvddashdha ? 

The Pdrvapaksa view on this question is as follows: — “ When there is 
an injunction of a group, there should be repetition of that whose indicative 
sign is there ; as in the case of the Agneym l — i.e. in a case where there is an 
injunction of a group, — as in the case. in question — there should be repeti- 
tion of that — i.e. the first " Ahan-offering\ — of which the indicative sign, — 
i.e. the presence of the ‘ Trivrt-Storm ’ is there, — because of the similarity of^ 
the Injunction; — as in the case of the ‘ Agneya’ (in the foregoing Adhi- 
kofranyx), — spoken of in the text * Agna/ye p&oakdya — Agna/ye stmcha^e'— 
it has been decided that there should be repetition of the Procedure of 
the Agn&ya, on the ground that the deity is one and the same and the 
Injunctions are similar. In the same manner, in the present case also, there 
should be ifepetition.” 

SOTRA (4). 

[SlUDHANTAj— I n beauty, THE SEVERAL DISTINCT ‘ AhAN -OFFERINGS ’ 

(SHOULD COME IN); BECAUSE IT IS A MULTITUDE; AND IT IS 
ENJOINED THROUGH AN INDICATIVE OF THE ACTUAL 
OPERATION. 

Bhdsya. 

What should be done is, not the repetition of the First ‘ Ahan-offering\ 
but the performance of the several distinct ‘ Ahan-offerings ’ — that pertain to 
the DimiasMha. — Why so ? — Because it is a 7nulHkid,e ; when it is said that 
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‘There are font Ahan-offerings with Trivrt-Stoma', it is a multitude (of 
offerings) that is spoken of; — ^the number ‘four’ is one that subsists in 
(four) distinct things : and hence it must belong to separate Ahan- 
qfferingsx—m a matter of fact, in connection with the Janaka-Saptardtra^ 
there are Jour distinct Ahan-gffermge which pertain to the Dvddashdha, and 
which come into the Saptaratra by virtue of the General Law. It is these 
four that are referred to (in the text in question) for the purpose of 
enjoining, in r^ard to them, the Trwj't-Stoma ; and it cannot be right to 
take it ns enjoining the number ‘four’ with reference to those several 
Ahan-gfferings which have the Trivrt-SUma. 

SUTRA (5). 

TafflEU AEl! AI^O TEXTS HSTBICATING THE SAME CONGLTJSION. 


When it is said that ‘there are four Ahan-qff&^ings with Trivjrt-Btoma, 
of- which the Agnistorm is the foremost’, — what are, imderstood to be 
meant are those Non~Agni§poinaA of udbom ike Agni^ioma is the first, — and not 
all Agnispomas ; for instance, when it is said that ‘ that with which the Ball 
is to be cut is to be made of metals of which Iron is the foremost’, — it is not 
understood to mean all Iron fit means otker metals, with Iron as the first 
and foremost]. — ^If the repetition of the *Trivfi^ were meant, then all of 
them would be Agnigpomas; as it is the Agn^poma that has the Trivft- 


Erom ah this it follows that what is laid down in the text in question 
is the jsresence of the Trivrt-Stoma at all those Ahan-offerings pertaining to, 
the DmdeakSha which find room at the offering in question (which is a 
modified fonn of the Dvddashdha) by virtue of the General Law, 
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Adhikaeana (3): The details of the ‘ Sadaha^ are adopted 
at the ‘ Sat4rimshadTdtra\ 

StJTRA (6). ' 

[PC^rvapak§a]— “ Even though thebe is eefetition of the time, 

YET,-— INASMUCH AS THE ACTIONS ABE DIVEBSB [THE 
DETAILS ADOPTED SHOULD BE THOSE OF THE 

DvadashIha] ; so says BIdabi.” 

Bha^ya. 

In connection with a certain sacrifice (the ‘ 8aHTi‘n^tiadraira'),vfexeaA — 

* bhavanti, chatvaro bhavanti, Panchahd bhamntV [‘ There are Sachas, 

they are four ; there are PaUchdhas ’], 

In regard to this sacrifice, there arises the question — Are the details to 
be adopted at it to be those of the * Ahan-oSerings ’ comprising the DvSda- 
sMiha ? Or those of the Sadaha ? 

On this, the P-Urvapak^a view is as follows; — ‘*Even thcmgh there is 
repetition of time, — ^i.e. though what is asserted in the text is the repetition 
(four times) of the time of ^a^ha , — yet the teacher Badari has held that 
the details to be adopted at it are those of the ‘ Ahaurofferings ’ comprising 
the Dvddashdha, — Why so T — Because the actions are diverse ; what the 
term here stands for are the Six Sautya offerings measured by 

a- day, and the words of the text ‘chatvdrah sadahdh’ speak of these six- 
fold offerings being diverse ; the number ‘ four ’ subsisting in (and denot- 
ing) distinct units. If only one sextuple sacrifice — the Pdrsthilca or the 
Abhiplavika — were meant to be repeated, then the expression used would 
have been ‘ chatuhsadahdh ’ ; as a matter of fact, we have the expression 
‘ chatfod/rdJi 8a4ahdh which clearly stands for twenty -four * Ahan-offerings"’ 
arid this Injunction of a naultitude of * Ahan~offerings\ containing an 
indicative of the Archetype, indicates the adoption of the Procedure of the 
D’v&dashdha. Hence it follows that at the sacrifice in question, the Proce- 
dure to be adopted should be that of the several ‘ Ahan-offerings’ compris- 
ing the Dvddashdha.'' 

St?TRA (7). 

[SidDHANTA] — JAIMINI, HOWEVEB, holds that THEBE SHOULD BE 
REPETITION OF THE ‘ ^ADAHA * J BECAUSE THE NUMBER DOES 
NOT APPLY TO THE ‘ AhaN-OFFEBINGS ’ DIRECTLY. , 

,, Bhd§ya, 

The teacher Jaimini has held that th&re should be repetithan of the well- 
known Pdrsthika ‘^adaha’. — Why :Bcca'«se the mimberr does not apply 
to the ‘ Ahan-offerings ’ directly; the number ^twenty-four’ is applied to the 
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« Ahan-qfferings' only through Inference; i.e. it is inferred from the fact of 
there being ‘Quadruple Sa^ha-offerings ao that the cognition of the 
‘ Quadruple i^adaha ’ has to come first, and it is only on cognising it and 
then computing its number that we arrive at the notion of the number 
‘ twenty -four’ ; just as in the well-known instance, of the inJ^rence of Fire 
^rom Smoke, one cognises the Smoke, then the Fire. Such being the case, 
if some one were satisfied with — ^had his needs met by — ^the notion of 
Smoke, he would not care for the later cognition of Fire. In the same way, 
in the case in question, as soon as the cognition of the ‘ Sadaha’’ has 
appeared, it becomes recognised that it is the Procedure of that which has 
to be adopted; and the enquirer having his needs met by this notion, what 
would he do with the notion of the number ‘ twenty-four ’ that might be 
cognised later From this it follows that in the case in question, there 
should be repetition of the Sadaha. 

It has been argued that “ the number subsists in distinct units ; and 
hence it would be rejected if there were mere repetition of the same 
{Sadaha)”. 

Our answer to this is as follows: — The term (in the .text 

In question) is taken as standing for the well-known S^doFa which is near at 
hand; — now this ^adaha has no direct connection with the number ‘four’; 
hence it could come about only through repetition ; just as in the case of the- 
Upaeada, the Praydjaa and the AnuydjaL 

Even for one (pur Opponent) who takes the words ‘ Four j^a(i!aAas ’ as 
laying down Twenty-four Ahan-offeringa, — at the time that the Daahardtra 
(Ten-Ahan-ofierings) have been performed, the remaining number {fourteen) 
could be made up only by repetition; as there are not so many distinct 
available. 

Thus then, the objection being applicable to both views, it cannot set 
aside one of them . 



ABHiKA-EAisrA (4) : TM ddails of the ‘ Dmdashaha ’ are 
adopted at the ^ Sarhstha-gana^ smrifices. 

SUTRA (8). 

[PfjBVAPAK?A]— “ In the CASE OF THE ‘ SamSTH.I-GANA ’ SACBIFIGES, 

THEBE SHOULD BE BEPETIXION (OF THE JYOTISTOMA) J AS THE 
NAMES USED ARE THOSE BELONGING TO IT. 

Bha§ya. 

The subject-matter of discussion are the * Samaihd-gana sacrifices 
spoken of in the texts — ‘ Agnispomah (a) Panchohthyah, (&) Shatdgniatomam, 
(c) Shatdtirdtram' and so forth [where there are three ‘gana\ Multiple, 
sacrifices mentioned, (a) consisting of Five TJTcihyaa, (6) consisting of a 
hundred Agni^tomaa, (c) consisting of a hundred Atirdtrasi these are caJled 
* Sama&id-gana8\ because they are multiples of i{/a) the (b) the 

Agrdefpomxi^ and i(c) idi© AiSadtrOt all of which are ‘ Samsihda \ Termimtaes^ of 
the Jyetispoifnial. 

In regard to feese, wlhat -is to be is — what is laid down 

in. thM® texts — is it a of thee J yotia^mm f :[When, Le. the ‘ Pcmdko- 

ktkyah^j * Five-ukthya % aacrifioe is laid down, does it mean ibat the Jyaiig- 
toma, of which the Vklhya is one of the Terminuses, is to be repeatoi 
five tim^ 1] — Or are they so many * Ahan-ofif^mgB'* accompanied by the 
said SamatJid [Le, the Five Ahan-cfferings accompanied by the Uiihya] ? 

On this, the Piirvapakfia view is as follows : — ■“ In the ease oj the ‘ Satks- 
tha-gcnm mcrifices there should he repetition, — he. there should be repetition 
of the same primary Jyotiptoma sacrifice. — Why so? — Because th^ names 
used are those belonging to it; i.e. the names ‘ Agnistoma', * Vkthya', ‘ i^oda,- 
shm\ and ^Atiratra^ (which are the various Terminuses of the Jyotistoma) 
have been given to the Jyotistoma itself ; it is in connection with the Jyotis- 
toma that these Samathds {Agnistoma and the rest) have been enjoined ; and 
hence it is quite possible for it to be indicated by these names ; so that 
what the sentence should be taken as doing is to indicate the Jyotistoma 
and lay down the particular number (Five or Hundred) in reference to it 
(and this number can be made up only by repetition). On the other hand, 
if the sentence were taken as laying down the several Ahan-offerings, as also 
the particular Samsthd (of the Jyotiftoma)^ — the meaning of the text being 
that ‘ the Samathds performed should be of the Ukthya, and they should be 
five in number’, — ^then this would involve a syntactical split. — ^Hence we 
conclude that there should be repetitions of the Jyotistoma," 
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SUTRA (9). 

[SiDBHANTA]— It IS THE Aeohetype (oi- the ‘ Ahan-oppeeings ’} 
THAT SHOULD BE TAKEN Is TO BE ACCOMPANIED BY THE 
‘ SAMtSTHiS BECAUSE OP JUEISDICTION ; THE 
NAME BEING DUB TO THE CONNECTION 
OF THE PAETICULAE ‘ SamSTHI 

BM§ya, 

It is not right that there should be repetition of the Jyotwtoma; in 
fact, A# is the Archetype that should be taken as to be accompanied by the 
^ Santsthas' ; — i.e. the Ahan-offerings comprising the Dvddashdha (which is 
the Archetype of all ‘ <?a^-Multip]e-offerings’) should be accompanied by 
the particular /SamsfMs mentioned {Ukthya and the rest). — ^Why so ?— 
Bemuse of jurisdiction ; as a matter of fact, it is the said pSerings that are 
entitled to come in by virtue of the General Law (relating to Archetypes 
and Eo types); hence if these are brought in, the General Law becomes 
obeyed. 

Objection — “But the names ‘Agnisfoma* Ukthya’ and ‘ Atirdtra’) 
clearly denote the Jyoti§toma” 

. Answer — Not so. — “Why V ” — Because the name is due to the connection 
of the * Samsthd ’ ; that the particular sacrifice in question is named after 
Agnistoma {‘ Shatdgnigtoma') is due to the connection of the Samsthd of 
that name ; the name is not meant to denote the Jyoti^toma Sacrifice; in 
fact, the name in question can denote a sacrifice at which the particular 
Saihsthd of the Jyotigtoma is present; it cannot denote the Jyotiatoma 
itself. — ^It might be argued that “ in this way, the text would come to serve 
several purposes”. — It will not come to serve several purposes; as a 
matter of fact* all- that the text would lay down would be the particular 
‘ Samsthd ’ in connection with those five Ahan-offerirtgs whose admissibility 
has been already indicated by the injunction of the ‘ Multiple ’ charaoter 
of the sacrifice; the compound word * Shatdgni^pomam’ itself denotes a 
Multiple sacrifice with the two qualifications (the number, Hundred and 
the particular Samsthd, the Agnigtoma). In this way the text serves only 
one purpose ; just as in the case of the sentence ‘ The red-turbaned priests 
operate’. 

Under the above explanation, the character of the number subsisting 
in distinct units renaains preserved. 

From all this it follows that the text in question speaks of the ‘ Ahan- 
offerings ’ comprising the ZJtfodasiWf An. 


Adhikaba:^a (5): At the ‘ Shatokthya^ and other 
'^Multiple Sacrifices \ the additional Hymns should 
he hro%ight in from the Jyoti stoma. 

SUTRA (10). 

[P0RVAPAKSA] — “The addition should comb ebom the ‘Multiple 
Sacbifice’, because they have that fob its Archetype.” 

Ehdsya. 

There is the text~‘ ShatoJethyam bhavati, Shatdtirdtram hhavatV. At 
the two ‘ Multiple' Sacrifices ’ here spoken of (viz. the Shatohthya and the 
Shatdtirdtra), the Ahan-offerings of the Dvddashaha Sacrifice come in; — 
these Ahan-offerings are in most cases accompanied by the Vkthya- 
Samsthd', — hence, in accordance with the words, * Dvau agnigtomau shatok- 
thyam bhavati \ it would appear as if the additional h3nnns were to come out 
of the two Agnisfomas; while according to the words, * Shatdtiratram 
bhavati', it appears that the addition should, in all cases, come out of the 
Sacrifices named after the term ‘ rdtri' (i.e. Day, ‘ Ahan'). * 

The question that there arises therefore is this — Is the addition to be 
brought over from the Dvddashaha 1 — Or out of the Jyoii^fcma ? 

On this, the Purvapaksa view is as follows : — “ The addition should come 
over from the Multiple Sacrifice; — ^why ? — because they have that for their 
Archetype; i.e. all these Multiple ‘ A7ian-qjQre;-mgr«’ are modified forms of — 
( — ^have for their Archetype) — tdm' Dvddashdha ; hence the Procedure to be 
adopted at them should be that of the Dvadashdha; hence if the addition 
cornea out of- the Dvadashdha, the General Law becomes honoured. — ^We 
conclude therefore that the addition should come out of the Multiple 
Sacrifice.” 

StJTRA (11), 

[SiddhInta] — ^In ebality, the addition should come out of the 
‘ Ekaha ’ (‘ One-day ’) Sacbifice ; because they stand on 
the same footing with the others. 

Bhd^tya. 

In reality, the addition should corhe out of the ‘ One-day ’ Sacrifice — of the 
Jyotistoma, — not out of the Dvddashdha. — ^Why? — Because they stand on 
the same footing with the others ; that is, there is an * equality ’ between the 
‘Ahan-offerings' comprising the Dvddashdha and those that comprise the 
‘offerings’ that are modified forms of the Dvddashaha; — the ‘equality’ 
being that these also — as well as those others — ^require the Samsthd from 
another source; — ^beggars' therefore cannot beg from those who are 
themselves beggars, — so long as there is some one who can supply the need, 
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and who is not himself a beggar. — What does this mean ? ” — ^As a matter of 
fact, no ‘ Samsthd'hymns' haVe been laid down in connection with the 
DvadasMha i-~hence they require these from somewhere else, where these 
Aawe been laid down ;~similarly in connection with the Ectypal Ahan- 
off&riwga also, the said hymns have not been laid down ; — whence these latter 
also can have their heeds supplied only from somewhere else, where they 
havo been laid down and it is only in connection with the Jyotispoma that 
the hymns have been laid down;^ — Whence the conclusion is that the addition 
of these hymns should come out of the Jyotistorm. 








; ./V'. . 
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Adhikar^na (6) : In cases where a certain ‘ Ahan-offerii^g *. 
is declared to he ‘^connected with the Gdyatrl\ this 
connection should he brought about by the 
introduction of Mantras that are 
inherently of the Gdyatri 
metre, 

StJTRA (12). 

[PtJBVAPAK^A — continued} — “In oasis whebe the ‘Gayatbi’ is 

SPOKEN OK, THEBE SHOUED BE DELETION IN THE OBIOINAL METEBS J 
BECAUSE IT IS THESE OBIOINAL MBTBES THAT ABE ENTITLED TO 

COMB in ; also because IT IS THE NUMBEB (OK SYLLABLES) 

ONLY THAT IS DENOTED BY THE TEEM ‘ GIYATEI AS 
IT IS NEVEB POUND APABT KBOM THAT 
NUMBEB;— JUST AS IN THE CASE 
OK THE ‘ AONI^TPOMA 

Bha§ya. 

The question of ‘addition’ has been discussed; we now proceed to 
discuss the question of ‘ deletion’. 

There is the text — *Yajapeyena i§pua bf-fiospatiaavena j/a/gto After 
having performed the Fo^ap.eya*sacrifioe, one should perform the Brhaapati- 
aawa’l; — ^in connection with this Brhaspatiaava it is declared that ‘this 
Ahan-ojQVing is connected with the i metre ’. 

In connection with this what is to be considered is — ^Is the Ahan- 
offering to be made ‘ Qdyatra ’ (‘ connected with the Qdyatri-meire ’) by deleting 
the syllables contained in the Mantras used at the Archetypal sacrifice, 
which tire in the Triafup and Jagati metres (which contain more syllables 
than the Gdyatri) ? — Or by bringing into it fresh Mantras from the Tenth 
Mandala of the j^gfuedo, which are inherently in the Gdyatri metre itself ? 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is stated in the Sutra itself — 
“In cases where the Gdyatri is spoken of, there should he deletion in the 
original metres-, that is, in. cases where the Gdyatri metres are mentioned, 
—ias in the case of the declaration that ‘this Ahan-offering is to be 
connected with the Gdyatri' — a deteiion— removal — should be made of 
certain syllables of the Trifpup and Jagati metres of the original sacrifice. — 
Why so ? — Because it is thMe original metres that are erOitled to come in ; as a 
matter of fact, by virtue of thq General Law relating to Archetypes and 
Retypes, the verses of the Archetypal sacrifice, in the Tristup and the 
Jagati metres, are recognised to be admissible at the Ectypal sacrifices 
in question; under the circumstances, if other verses were introduced, it 
would be counter to the notion already obtained in regarding to the metres 
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of the original sacrifice. — ‘ The verses in Gayatri metre have been prescribed 
directly, and it is onls*- right that these should set aside the others which 
would oonae in only by virtue of the General Law.’ — Not so, we reply. — 
Why?’ — Because, it is the number (of syllables) only that is denoted by 
the term ‘ Qdyairl ‘ How do you know that ? ’ — Because it is never found 
apart f rom that number ', that is, the term ‘ Gdyatrl ’ is never used apart from 
the number ‘ twenty-four ’ ; it is never found except when the nTxmber (of 
syllables) is twenty-four i \\j is never applied to verses in the and 

Jagatl metres whioh^do not have ‘ twenty -four ’ (syllables), — ^Hence, it 
follows that the term ‘ Gdyatrl ’ is expressive of the particular number ; 
hence (in order to secure this number) deletion should be m^de of certain 
syllables (in the verses in Tristup and Jagati metres). — Justus in the case of 
the Agnistoma', i.e. just as when it is said that ‘there is the Shatdgnistomaf, 
the XJhthya is removed out of the Ahan-offerings of the Dvddashdha, — so 
should it be in the present instance also.” . 

SUTRA (13). 

[PffjRVAPAKJ§A — continued]— ‘T r& term ‘GayatbI’ la applied, in a 
NATURAL WAY, TO WHAT ABE OTHER THAN (3rAYATBl.” 

Bkci^ya. 

“ On the basis of the understanding that the term ‘ Gdyatrl ’ denotes only 
a definite number (of syllables), the term 'Gdyatrl' is applied in a natural 
manner to verses in the Jagati-xaeitte, which is not-Qdyatri, — in the text, 
‘ Ye hi dve gdyatryau ekd jagatl ’ [‘ Two verses in the Gdyatrl metre make one 
in the Jagatl'}. It is only when the term 'Gdyatrl' denotes only the 
number [twenty-four) of syllables, that this assertion could be justified, on 
the basis of the fact that the Jagati-metre contains twice-twenty-four 
syllables. On the other hand, if the term ‘ Gdyatrl ' meant a verse, then 
there could never be two verses in the Jagatl', so that the assertion just 
quoted would be wholly wrong. — From this also it follows that the term 
'Gdyatrl' denotes the number. — ^Pointing to the same conclusion there is 
another text — ‘Three Anustups make four Gdyatrls' [32x3=24x4].” 

SUTRA (14). 

[PObvapak§a — continued] — “ Ie PT be urged that — ‘ Thebe is no 
Ten in Twenty’ — [ then, the answer is as in the following 

Bhdsya. 

" Someone might argue thus — ‘ The number Ten is not there in number 
Twenty , — ^because one number oamiot subsist in another number; as 
Number is a quality and no quality can subsist in another quality ; hence 
the number Ttnenfy-/owr cannot subsist in the number Forty-eight ; hence even 
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if the term G'ai/aiSri is demotafcive of a number, any such assertion as that 
orM Jagatl makes two Odyatris would be absurd. And an objection which is 
applicable to both parties should not be urged by one against the other.* ” 

SCTEA (15). 

[PfTBVAPAK§A— — “In that case thebe would be only 
ONE number.’' 



“Our answer to the above objection is as follows: — We do not say 
that one number subsists in another niimber ; what we say is that among 
the syllables qualified by the number Forty-eight, there are two parts of 
twent-four each, — and not that there are two verses. 

“ Then again, the presence of one Number does not necessarily exclude 
another number j if it excluded it, then there would he only one number; mad 
then, of the man who had ten cows, it could not be said that ‘there 
are two groups of five ’ ; and yet such an assertion is actually made ; hence 
it follows that one Number does not necessarily exclude another number.” 


Or {Sutras 14 and 15 may be explained in the following manner). — 

, Sutra (14) [objection against the Purvapakaai ] — ‘What has been said 
CANNOT BE BIGHT, BECAUSE TeN IS PRESENT IN TWENTY. That is, even 
when the term ‘ Gdyatri ’ denotes the number, there need be no deletion of 
syllables (in the original metres). — ^Why ? — Because the Ten (syllables) are 
already present in the Twenty.— ■‘What if it is so ?~If it is so, then, if twenty 
syllables have been taken up, ten also become taken up; so that when one 
has used the verses in the Trigpup and the Jagafi metres, verses in the 
Gdyatri metre also have become included therein. Hence the verses in the 
Triapup and Jagatl metres (of the original sacrifice) should be used (at 
the Ectype) as they stand ; whereby the Generali Law relating to Archetypes 
and Ectypes becomes observed, and the particular Ahan-gffering becomes 
duly connected with the Gdyatri.'’ 

Sutra (15) — [Purvapaksin' 8 answer to Su. 14] — “There would be 
ONLY ONE NUMBER. That is, it is not true that when the Jagatl or the 
Tristup has been ts^en up, the Gdyatri also becomes taken up. — Why ? 
Because as a matter of fact, the Number becomes subsidiary to the sacrifice 
only by 'qualifying something that helps in the accomplishment of that 
sacrifice ; and in the case in question what helps in the accomplishment qf 
the sacrifice is not any part of the Jagatl or the Trigtup, but the verses in 
the Jagatl and Tristup metres themselves.” 
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SUTRA (16). 

[SiddhInta]— In reality, on account of the quality, the 

TERM SHOULD BE TAKEN AS DENOTATIVE OF A SUBSTANCE; 

SPECIALLY BECAUSE IT DOES NOT APPLY TO ALL THINGS. 

Bhasya, 

It is not right to say that the term ' QayatrV denotes the number 
(twenty-four). In fact, on account of the qualUy, it should be taken as 
denotative of the substance, — ^i.e. denoting a substance which contains twenty- 
four syllables. — Why so ? — Because it does not apply to all things ; if the 
term were a numeral word (denoting, the number twenty -four), then it 
would apply to all those things— ^herd of cattle and the like, — which would 
be twenty-four in number ; — as a matter of fact, however, it does not apply 
to all those things hence it follows that it is not a word denotative of 
Number. 

SUTRA (17). 

THERE WOULD BE REGULATION OF THE DENOTATION, AS IN 
THE CASE OF THE TERM ‘ GO 


As in the case of the term ‘go' (Cow), its (etymological) denotation 
extends over all moving things in general (the term literally meaning ‘ any- 
thing that moves’), yet it is regulated and restricted in its application to 
only that moving thing (animal) which has the dewlap and other features, 
and the term ‘go' is regarded to be denotative of this particular animal only, 
— similarly in the case of the term ‘ Odyatri ’, the most reasonable course is 
to take it as denotative of the verse (with twenty-four syllables). 


SUTRA (18), 


Also because the number has another term denotative of it. 
Bhd§ya. 

There is already the' term * twenty -four ’ which is denotative of that 
number ; hence for its denotation it does stand in need of the other term 
* Gdyatrl ' ; because the name of a thing is only meant for usage, and usage is 
accomplished by a single name. 


SUTRA (19). 

While the other has no other term denotative of it, 
BhS^ya. 

The other — i.e. the verse (with twenty-four syllables ) — has no other term 
lotative of it; that is, it has no other name; and for purposes of usage 
it also needs a name ? hence term ‘ Qdycdrl ' i? taken to be one 
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number, it would be serving no useful purpose. For this reason also the 
most reasonable course is to take the term * QayatrV as denoting the verse. 

From all this it follows that in the case of the Brhaspaiiisava, verses in 
the QayatTl'metre should be introduced. 

SUTRA (20). 

{Ilf THE CAS® OF THE TERM ‘ AgJNISTOMA ’] INASMUCH AS THE TEEM 

IS NOT AJPBtlCABLE TO ANY OTHER SUBSTANCE, IT IS MADE 
SO QUALIFIED BY THE DELETION OF THE ‘ UETHEA — 

[WHICH CANNOT BE THE CASE WITH 
THE TERM ‘ GIyATBI ’], 

BMsya. 

It has been urged (in Sh. 12) that the term ‘ Qayatri ’ should be dealt 
with like the term ‘ Agniatoma \ — Our answer to this is as follows : — The term 
* Agrdai&ma'’ is not applicable to anything else, — while the term ^ OayatrV 
is applicable to the verse ; — all that the term ‘ Agnistoma ’ denotes is that the 
offerings in question should end with the Agnistoma ; — now it is not possible 
for the Ahan-offering of the Dvddashdha to ‘ end with the Agn-istoma', except 
by the deletion of the Ukthya ; — whence it becomes necessary to delete 
the Ukthya . — The case of the term * QayatrV , however, is different ; it has 
been already pointed out that it is denotative of the verse (with twenty- 
four syllables) ; — and as a matter of fac^, this particular verse is not secured 
by the deletion of syllables (in the Jagati ox^Tris^up ). — Hence the case of 
^ Ag7ii§itoma'‘ is not mialogous to that of * Oayatri ’. 

somA (21), 

Also because they are not indicated by the scriptures, 

BhM^ya. 

The presence of the Ukthya-hymns at the Shatagni^foma is not indicated 
by the scriptures ; hence they are set aside by the character of * ending 
with the Agnistoma’, which is indicated by the scriptures. In the case m 
question, it is qtiite the reverse : It is the presence of the Odyatrl verses that 
is indicated by the scriptures, while that of the Tristup and Jagati verses 
would bo based entirely upon Inference ; and hence these latter cannot set 
aside the (3!dyas^ri verse. 

SUTRA (22). 

The name {‘ GayateI ’) is inherent in the verses ; hence it is 

ONLY indirectly (FIGURATIVELY) THAT IT COULD APPLY TO 
THOSE THAT ARE NOT IN THAT METRE. 

Bhd^ya. 

Questipn — It has been pointed out above that the term ' Odyatrl ’ is 
actually found in the sense of the particular number, in the text — ' Two 
Qdyatris make one Jagati'. — ^What is the answer to this ? ” 
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'■Answer — We have already said that ‘ QdyatrV is a name that belongs 
to the verse inherently; hence, became the name is inherent in the verse, 
when it is found applied to a group of twenty-four syllables that form part 
of the Jagati, this application should be regarded as indirect (figurative). 
It is not right to attribute more than one meaning to a term, so long as it 
can be avoided. — “On what basis does the figurative application of the 
name rest ? ” — It rests on the similarity of the size, — the size of one Jagati 
being equal to that of two Odyatrls; it is in this sense that we have the 
assertion that ‘ Two Odyatrls make one Jagati ’ ; just as we have in the 
assertion — ‘ Two Kauravas (residents of Kuru) make one bdhlka (resident of 
the Punjab)’. 

In fact, the assertion quoted by the Opponent is for the purpose of 
eulogising the two Qdyatrl verses. — “ How so ? ” — It is laid down that 
‘ The initiation of the Vaishya should be done with two Odyatrls ’ ; — this 
appears to be an improper assertion; because the initiation of the Vaishya 
should be done with the Jagati, — as the Vaishya has been declared to 
be ‘ Jdgata’ (related to Jagati). Hence the meaning of the sentence is that 
‘what is done with two Odyatrls is as good as done with theJagatV ; — this is 
what is meant by the assertion that ‘Two Odyatrls make one JagatV. 

Thus it is found that what has been urged is no reason for taking the 
term ‘ Gdyalrl ’ as denoting number. 

SUTRA (23). 

“But theee is a distinct declaration ”,-tIF this is urged— 

[then the answer is as in the next iSutra], 

BMsya. 

“ What has been just said may be urged in the case where the term 
‘ Odyatrl ’ is used by way of reference ; what would be the explanation where it 
appears as an Injunction (where it forms part of the predicate), — as in the text 
‘Three Anmfaps make four Odyatrls^. — ‘What difference does the word 
appearing as Injunction make ? ’ — The difference is this : when a word 
appears as Injunction, there is action in accordance with it ; and as a matter 
of fact, it is not possible to make four Qdyatrl verses of three Anuslwps ; what 
can be made are only four times twenty-four (the number). Thus the term 
‘ Odyatrl ’ in this case must stand for the rmmberV 

Our answer to this is as follows : — 

SUTRA (24). 

; It has been already explained. 



It is only in the one instande cited that the term ‘ Odyatrl ’ may denote 
n/tumber ; it is not found to do bq anywhere else. — “ If the term is not 


1386 


SHABABA-BHi^YA : 


denotative of nuwber, how has it become so denotative in the instance 
just cited t”~The answer to this is that such injunction (or predication) 
is done figuratively also; for instance, in common parlance, people’ say — 
‘Make lions of these lumps of flour’ ; in Vedic literature also, we find such 
assertions as — ‘They worship with Praiakaa’; — ^now, because in the one 
instance cited, the term ‘lion’ is found used in the sense of tl^ of the 

lion, it does not follow that the term ‘lion’ is denotative of that figure; or 
the term ‘pf§tha^ is denotative of mantra (because in the one instance 
cited, it is found used in that sense)*. — Even when a term indicates some- 
thing figuratively, such indication is not something which is not expressed 
by the term at all, because it is while the term denotes its own direct meaning 
that it indicates the figurative one also ; if it were to ab^don its direct 
denotation, it would not do any indicating at all. 

Thus then, -this reason also does not prove the conclusion desired by the 
Opponent. 

SliTEA (25). 

If the teem ‘ GaYATEI’ WBEE taken as EBNOTIN0 THE 
NUMBER, THEN THEEB WOtrLB BE AN OETION AT THE 

JEtoiABY Saceiitce. 

M &iie primary So/crifioe — of pHaraka-Purnamdsa — Ihere would he an 

<ipHon if the term ■* ’ were 4o foe taken Rs denoting the Humber. In 

conneetion wififci that sadcifiioe we naad — ^Gayatryd parid^ilihydt* i[‘ He should 
wear it with the Qayat^ ’] ; such being the assertion, there would be 
'option betweeai ihe * Ajuhotd ’ mantra (l^gveda, 5. 28. 8) fwbkh is laa the 
Gdyalri-metre\ and the group of twenty-four sylUMee obtained by ddsatang the 
remainmg syllabtes of tlxe Jagatl ^ — and when - there is optloa, then, in one 
case, the A§vJhg^-mantra would be rejected ; which eannot be proper, »o l<mg 
as it can be avoided, . . 

For this reason also the term * Qdyatri ’ cannot stand for the number. > 

SGTRA (26). 

“^‘Inasmuch as the verse has been laid down as an 

ACCESSORY, IT COULD NOT BE AS STATED IF 
THIS IS URGED [then the answer is as in 
the next Sutra}. 

Bh^ya. 

Says the Opponent — “ There can be no option at the Primary Sacrifice ; 
— why ? — because the verse }ba8 been laid down as an accessory ; {is a 
matter of fact, in connection with the Primary Sacrifice, it has been 
accepted that it is the {Gdyatrl) verse that is to enter into the performance ; 
— it is verses that have been laid down as the Samidhem-mantras ; under 
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the circumstances, if one were to do the ‘ wearing ’ without the verse, the 
character of having the verse for its accessory would become set aside. It is 
for this reason that at the Primary Sacrifice, the ‘ wearing ’ would, in all 
cases, have to be done with the *Ajuhotd* verse; so that the ‘wearing’ 
would be done with the ‘ Gdyatri\ and the character of having the verse for 
an accessory would also be maintained. [So that there would be no option].” 

StiTRA (27). 

The SAME THEN SHOULD BE* THE CASE WITH THE ECTYPAL 
SaCBIFICE ALSO. 

Bkdsya. 

With the Ectypal Sacrifice — ^i.e. with the Brhaspatisava in question — 
also, the case should be the same as with the aforesaid Primary Sacrifice, — 
that is, at the Eetype also, it has been accepted, on the basis of the General 
Law of the Archetype and the Eetype, that the performance has to be done 
with verses; hence there also, if verses (and not mere numbers) are employed, 
the Ahan-qffering would be done with the Gdyatri, and the character of 
having the verses for accessories would become maintained. — Hence it 
follows that there need be no deletion of syllables (in the Jagatl). 

SUTRA (28). 

And the presence oe the quality is over the whole. 

Bha§ya. 

The term ‘ and ’ here is used in place of ‘ but ’ ; in several cases ‘ and ’ 
is used in place of ‘ but ’ ; e.g. in the expression ‘ Kihcha (and) iha bkavati ’ 
{■which really means ‘ Kintu {hut) iha bhavati''). 

The quality- — i.e. the number Twenty-Jour — is present over the whole — 
i.e. over the entire Ajvhotd-verse, — not over a part of it ; hence 
when that verse is used, the character of hiving the verse for its accessory 
becomes maintained, as also the Number. As regards the Bfhaspatisava, 
though the number * Twenty-four’ may be present in parts of those {Jagatl 
verses) that are admissible into it by the General Law, — ^yet, if the 
number is taken up in that form (as subsisting over parts of verses), the 
character of hmmg verses as accessories is not preserved ; it is preserved if 
• original Qd/yabrl verses are brought in. — From this it follows that if the term 
*■ GdyatrV were denotative of Number, it would not be possible to bring in 
the original Cr%a^rt verses. 

Some people set up the follqwiug e:splanation of the Sutra, — The man 
who holds the term ‘ QdyatrV to jbo, denotative of Number should be asked 
the following question ; — Why AP yw restrict yourself to the number 
(twenty-four) as subsisting in the syUa^les only ? Why do you not take in 
the number as subsisting in, ladles, for 
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instance ? As for the text, it appears in the most general form — ‘This 
Ahan-offering is connected with Qaycdri ’ ; — and if the term ‘ Odyatrl ’ denotes 
the quality of Number, this must refer to the number of all things (not of 
the syllables only) [Hence if the number of syllables in thB Jagatl is to be 
reduced to twenty-four, by deletion, then the number of all other things also 
should be made 

StJTRA (29). 

“ It cannot be as tjbged, as what we have put fobwabh is 

A WELL-ESTABLISHED FACT ” — IF THIS IS URGED [then 
the answer is as given in the next 8uird\. 

The Opponent might argue as follows : — “ It is reasonable to admit only 
that meaning of the term ‘ Odyatrl ' which is well-established, well-known ; 
and the term is so known to be denotative of the number (twenty-four) 
as subsisting in syllables only, — not as subsisting in all things. This is the 
reason why we have not admitted the number as subsisting in all things.'^ 

This argument should be answered as follows : — 

StJTRA (30). 

It should BE so nr the case in question also. 

Bhd^a. 

Just as the terra * Odyatrl ’ has been found to be used in the sense of the 
number of syllahlea only, — similarly it has been found to be used in the sense 
of verses only (of twenty-four syllables), not in that of 'anj’’ other thing, 
or of any prose-piece (of twenty-four syllables) ; and just as (in your case) 
being , found to be used in connection with the number of syUablea only, it 
is not recognised as applicable to things other than syllables, — similarly, 
inasmuch as it has been found to be used in the sense of verses, it cannot be 
righrtb apply it to things other than verses. 

Says the Opponent — “ Though the term ‘ Odyatrl ’ denotes verses, — even 
so, there should be deletion of syllables. — Why so ?— Because of the 
conditions of the Archetype; as a matter of fact, by virtue of the General 
Law relating to the Archetype and the Ectype, the verses that are 
admissible at the Bfhdapatisava are those in the Tri§tup and the Jagatl 
metres, — ^which are what are used at the Archetype ; and they do not 
become abandoned (if these same are used after deleting all the syllables 
except Pwent/y-four) ; these pq^ts of the Jagali and Tristup verses are quite 
capable bf being spoken of as ‘ Odyatrl * on the basis of the similarity in the 
number of syllables. In this manner, both the injunctions become followed, 
-.-that relating to the Archetype as well as that relating to the 
■■ Eotype.” ■ 

The answer to this is given in the following Sutra 
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SUTRA f31). 

If, even in a case wheee theeb is no doubt, the matter weee. 

TO BE DETERMINED BY THE CONDITIONS OF THE ARCHETYPE, 
—THEN THE SAME MIGHT BE THE CASE WITH THE 
TERM ‘ SHABA ’ ALSO. 


Bhdsyd. 

If, even in a case where there is no doubt, — ^no ■uncertainty at all, as 
regards the exact signification of the term ‘ Odyatri ’ as enjoined, — ^the 
term *QdyatrV were to be taken as denoting what is not-Odyatri,— then, in 
the case of the injunction of * Shara ’ as the ' Grass ’ to be used, — the term 
* Shara' inight be assumed to stand for Kwha, and the Grass used, 
in accordance with that Injunction, might consist of Kuaha itself. — Or somo 
difference between the two cases should be pointed out (why the assumption 
is possible in one case and not in the other). 

StjTRA(32). 

“Actual usage is found [to be the discriminating factor]”,— 
IF THIS IS URGED — [then the answer is as given in the 
next Sutra]. 

Bhasya. 


“ The discriminating factor is found in the shape of actual usage ; as a 
matter of fact, the term ‘ Odyatri ’ has been actually found to be used as 
denoting the number ‘ Twenty-four ’ as subsisting in syllables, — in the text, 


‘Two Gdyatris are one Jagatl\ It is on this basis that we make the said 
assumption.” 

SUTRA (33). 

The same should be the case with ‘ Shara ’ also. 


The term ‘ Shara * also is found to be used in the sense of kuaha, in the 
text, ‘The kusha-forest is shara-forest itself’. 


SUTRA (34). 


. “This is figurative” — ^if this is, urged [then the answer is as 
in the next iS®(m]. 




Bhd§ya. 

Says the Opponent — “In the sebtehee quoted, the term ^ Shara' 



itenoe ‘this Kusha-forest is Shara- 
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forest’’ asserts is similarity (between the Kusha and the Shara) in the matter 
of length and thickness of the blades; and the word ‘Shara’ is really used 
in its own primary sense ; if it renounced its primary meaning, how could 
it signify anything ? Hence it follows that the term * Shara’ is here used 
in the sense of the Shara-grass itself, not in that of the Kuaha-grass-” 

SUTEA (35). 

The same should be the case with the other sentence also. 

Bhd§ya. 

The same should be the case with the other sentence also — i.e. the sentence 
‘ Two Odyatrla are one Jagati ’ ; here also the term ‘ Gdyatri ’ has been used 
figuratively, as already explained before; that term also, while denoting its 
own primary meaning (the verse), brings about (figuratively) the notion of 
what is similar to it. Hence the term is used in the sense of verses, not in 
that of number. From all this it follows that the term ‘ Odyatrl ’ does not 
denote the number {Twenty-Jour)-, and hence there need be no deletion of 
syllables (of the Jagati and Trisfup verses);. 

StTEA (36). 

The teem cannot apply to any part op a vbbse only ; as the 

SENSE IS NOT COMPLETE. 

Bhd§ya. 

If only a part of the Trisfup or Jagati verses is taken, the sentence 
remains incomplete; and no sense can be expressed by an incomplete 
sentence ; — while it is for the expressing of a sense that Mantras are used , 
so that the use of the Mantra itself would be futile. — Hence it follows that 
the term ‘ Odyatrl ’ cannot apply to what are only portions of the Trispup 
and Jagati verses, — and that at the Brhaspatiaava only those verses are to be 
introduced which are inherently in the Qdyatrl-metre. 


End of Pdda iii of Adhydya VIII. 



ABHYAYA VIII. 


pAda IV 


Adhikaraija (I): The term ^ Darvihoma’ is the name of 


SUTRA (1), 


Dabvihoma’ should be eegaeded as the name oe a Sacrifice, 

BECAUSE OF THE PRESENCE OF THE TERM ‘HOMA’. 


Bhd§ya. 


There is ttie text — ‘ Yadekaya juhuydt darvihomam kurydt ’ When one 
offers one oblation, he performs the Dami^owui 

In regard to this term ‘ Darvihoma % there arises the following question — 
Does this contain the injunction of an accessory/ (meaning ‘ Homa', oblation, 
to be offer ^ with the ‘ Darvi \ Ladle) ? Or is it the Proper name of an act 
of * offering’ ? 

The answer to this question is as follows: — Darvihoma should he 
regarded as the name of a Sacrifice, — i.e, the proper name of particular 
act ; — why ? — because of the presence of the term * homa ’ ; we find the term 
‘ homa ’ in the compound * Darvihoma ’ ; in fact, that term forms the 
predominant factor in the compound, — the term ‘darvi' being the subordi- 
nate factor — and Homa (oblation-offering) is an act. 

Or the term * homasamyogdt ’ (of the Sutra) may be taken to mean ‘ be- 
cause of the mention of the act of oblation-offering by the term juhuydt, offers 
an oblation' (in the text) ; the term •juhuyd.t' clearly speaks of an act; and 
the phrase ‘ Yadekayd juhuydt ’ is made up of that term. 

Thus the conclusion is that the term is the name of an act. This con- 
clusion remains uncontroverted for. the present [and is going to be contro- 
verted by the PurvapaJksa set forth under Su, 6 below]. In the meantime, 
we proceed to consider another matter (connected with the Darvihoma). 




Adhtkarana ( 2 ) ; The term ^ darvihoma' is a name appli- 
cable to ‘ Vedic^ as well as ' Non-vedic ^ acts. 


SUTRA (2). 


rPtJEVAPAKSA]— “ The NAMB^SHOTJLD BE TAKEN AS APPLICABLE TO 
‘ Oltljm ABY ’ (NoK.VEDIO) ACTS ; BECAUSE THE PEREOEMER 
HAS BEEN SPOKEN OE THROUGH THAT TERM.” 


If the term ‘darvihmm' is the name of an act, then there arises the 
ocestion-Is the term ‘darmAoma' the name of ordinary (Non-yedic) acts 
laid down in Smrtis, —snoh, for instance, as the Aatatca and the like ?--Or is 

it the name of ail acts, Fedic as well as 

On this question, the Purvapaksa view is as follows The name shouU 
betaken aa applicable to Non-vedic acts; the term ‘ dam/iowa ’ ahbnld be 
regarded as the name of ordinary, Non-vedic, acts ;-why ?-6ecame the 
performer has been spoken oj through that term; the performer of the aots^ m 
question is spoken of by means of the term ‘ darvihoma m the following 
Shinlnam darmhomiho brahmanah; amhamnS^m ^'rnihormko brdh- 
manah' V The Darvihomiha BraJwmna among the SMni^people; the Pam- 
homda Brahmana among the ; as a matter of fact, when 

a man does an act, he is called after it; e.g. the man who does the lopping 
is called the ‘ lopper % the man who does the cooking is called the cooker ’ 
hence if the term •darvihoma* is the name of the Astaka and such acts, 
then alone can the performer of these be called • darvihomika\ From this 
it follows that the term in question is the name of ordinary {Non-vedic) acts.” 


StJTRA (3). 


[Siddhanta] — In reality, it should be taken as the name op 

ALL ACTS ; BECAUSE IT IS POUND APPLIED TO THE 


The term in question should he taken as the name of all acts — Vedic as 
well a,sNon-veaic;— why 1 ~~hecawae it is found applied to the • Vastu-homa* ; 
in the following text the name is found applied to the Vastu-homa, which 
is a Vedic act : — ‘ YadSkayd juhuydt darvihomam kuryat, puronuva- 
kyamanuchya yafyaya fuhoti saMmtatvaya' [where the latter half refers to 
tbQVdstudmm'l. 

Opponent — “This text appears to show something quite to the 
contrary ; The sentence ‘ YaMkayd fvhuyat darvihomam kuryat'! clearly 
indicates that what is spoken of here as ‘ darvihoma ’ is not the Darvihoma 
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itself [but that which may be regarded as such]. If the oblation spoken of 
were the Darvihoma itself, then it would be one and the same act spoken of 
by means of the two words; and in that case there would be no justification 
for the assertion that ‘ when one offers one oblation he performs the Darvi- 
homa '' Yadekayd, 

The answer to this is as follows; — If the name ^ ])arrihoma’ is 
applicable to Non-vedic acts only, and not to Fedtc acts, then oven the 
‘one oblation’ offered could never be Darvihoma [as the Oblation-Offering 
is a Vedio act] ; and in that ease it would not be right to assert that ‘ when 
one offers the one oblation, he performs the Darvihoma \ Hence the asser- 
tion should bo taken as indicative of the fact that Vedic acts also are 
Darvihoma. 

“Even so, you point out only an indicative; whence do you get at the 
direct admissibility ? ” 

The direct admissibility is got at from the fact of the term ‘jffoma’ 
'being a general term (including Vedio as well as Non-vedic offerings). 

From all this it follows that the term in question is the name applicable 
to Fedic as well as iVow-wedfc acts. ’ 


Adhjkaeana (3) : The term ^ Darvihoma ’ is the name of 
‘ ^ Homa \ oMation into Fire. 

SUTRA (4). 

Ik .EBAU'CY, the teem aptmiss to acts enjoined thbotjoh the 

HOOT ‘JUHOTl ’ (to ©EIPBa INTO FIBB) ; BECAUSE OF THE 
PBE3EN0E OF THAT TERM. 

Ehdsya. 

It hae been settled itlaat tbe teem * ’ is the aame of Fedic as 

well as Non-vedic acts. 

The question that arises nest is — Is the name applicable to all acta — 
those enjoined throu^ the root (*to Saorific© ’), as well as those 

anjdbed through the vooi, * pjdktKW* to oSer into Fire’) ? — or is it aiq)Eeable 

to only those enjoined throng the root ‘Jwfeoi^* (* to oSer into Fire’) J 
The Purtwpoi^ view fe that, ” it should apply equally to all”- 
In answer to this, th» Siddhanta is as follows : — ishoold apply to Hotm 
(offering into Fire) only,— not to ^Sacrifice why 7—bmittse of the pre»mce of 
that term ; i.e. because of the presence (in tte name) of the term ‘ Homa ’ ; 
the term *Honia^ (in ^Darvihoma') signiBes the act of offering into Fire, 
not that of sacrificing-, hence it could apply to the act of sacrifice only 
figuratively. — From this it follows that the term * Darvihoma^ is the name 
of the act of offering into Fire. 



Adhikabana (4): The term * Darvihorm'' is not injunctive 
of an accessory. 

StJTRA ( 5 ). 

[Pt?EVAPAKSA] — “ The teem should be taken as the name oe a 

SACRIFICIAL ACCESSORY ; AS IT CLEARLY LAYS DOWN A 
DEFINITE THINO.” 

BMsya. 

The Purvapaksin argues against the conclusion arrived at (under Su. 1), 
•which was left uncontroverted : — “It has been asserted that the terra 
* Darvihoma ’ is the proper name of an act ; but that is not so ; as a matter of 
fact, it should he taken as the name of a sacrificial accessory, i.e. as enjoining 
a sacrificial accessory; — why so? — because it clearly lays down a 
definite ihiny, the term is clearly understood as laying down a definite 
object, — the term * Darvihoma ’ moaning * Homa ’ — ' offering into Fire ’ — 
‘ darvya ’ — ‘ with the Ladle ’ ; [so that it is the object, Ladle, that is clearly 
laid down as the instrument of the offeringl ; in this interpretation both 
the terms — ‘ da/rm ’ and ‘homa ’ — ^retain their well-known signification. — From 
this it follows that the terra contains the injunction of a sacrificial accessory.” 

SUTRA (6). 

[Siddhanta] — Not so; because, as regards Non-vedic acts, the 
‘ Ladle ’ used at them is already known through 

CUSTOMARY PRACTICE, ANd' AS REGARDS VEDIC 
ACTS, OTHER THINGS HAYS 
BEEN PRESCRIBED. 

Bhd§ya. 

It is not right to take the term as laying down a sacrificial accessory. 
— Why ? — (a) As regards Non-vedic acts, the Ladle to be used at them is 
already known th/rough customary practice, —it being well known that the 
offering into Fire is to be done by means of the Ladle ‘which has its 
handle towards the root and which has its bark removed ’ ; and being well 
known, it does not need to be eQioraBd.-i-(6) Then as regards Vedic 
acts, other vessels and impl^naents have been prescribed in connection 
with offerings into Fire, — 'Suehi as the Brswa, the Ohcmasa and so forth ; 
under the circumstance®, if the LodZe ' (©csirwi) also, were laid down for 
the same purpose, it would have to be 'taken as an optional alternative 
to them: which would 1^ mosjt utoea^ppabla; . because thei'e is a direct 
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injunction of the Sruva and other implements — in such text^ as ‘SnivS^ 
juhoti’ C One makes to. ofiering into Fire teith the Sruva *), while there is no 
such injunction of the Ladle i so that in the case of this latter, the injunctic®. 
could only be in/erred, . ' . ^ ^ 

StJTEA (7). 

Also BEOAXJSB A^rOTHBB IMBLBMBNT la rOIJNI) MENTIONED. 

BMsya: 

In connection with the Darvihtma we find, an entirely different 
implement (other than the Ladle} mmitioned,— in the teit, ‘ Bhutibhycta- 
tvet-i urdhmm aruchamtcdgrhndti * [‘ Saying bhut&>hyaatv3t ene holds aloft the 
Sruh ’] [where the Sruk is mentioned as the implement to be used at the Dctrvi- 
hojna}. From this it follows that the name ‘ Darvihoma ’ is not injunctive of 
a sacrilSoial accessory. 

StTRA (8). ' . 

SiMILAELY, IN CONNECTION WITH FlEE AND THE OeEEBING-MATBBIAL 
ALSO (other vessels HAVE BEEN MENTIONED). 

Bhd^, 

It might be argued that — “[if there are other implements laid down fear 
the offering] the Ladle might be used in. connection with the (o) Fire or (6) the 
Offering-material ; the compound ‘ Ifaroi-homa ’ being taken (o) as ‘ Homa ’ — 
* Offering ’ — ‘ Darvau ’ — ‘ in the 'Ladle ’ (the Ladle being the receptacle of the 
Fire), — or (6) ‘Homa’ — ‘Offering’— ‘jDorveh’ — ‘of the Ladle’ (the Ladle 
being the material offered).’’ 

Our answer to this is as follows '.-—Similarly in cormecUon vsitih, the Fire 
and Offering-material — also; i.e. just as the Ladle cannot be used as an 
implement, so also it cannot be used in connection with Fire or the Offering- 
material ; because €is a receptacle for the offering, a different thing has been 
laid down, in the shape of the Ahavaniya Fire — ^in the text * Yad ahavamye 
juhoti^, — and as the Offering-material also, something quite different has 
been laid down, in the shape of the Cake and other things. — Thus the Ladle 
could not be used even for the purposes of the Fire and the Offering-material. 

StJTEA (9). 

The connection with the PIJEP0;SB has already BEEN EXPLAINED, 
B}m§ya. 

It has been already explained by us that the purpose served by Fire 
ostnnot be served by anything else; for instance, it is Fire alone that can 
serve the purpose of burning, cooking and illumining', no other thing can 
serve all this purpose ; hence the Ladle could nevpr be laid down as serv- 

the purpose of F-ire. ' 
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From all this it follows that the name * Darvhhoma ’ should not be taken 
as laying down a sacrificial accessory ; it must be taken as the name of a 
particular act. 


[This Adhikarana has not been taken as distinct from the preceding ones 
by Mandana Miahra.] 




ADHiKABAijrA (5) I The * Darvikoma^ is an independent 
act hy itself. 

Bhasya. 

It has been explained that the t^rm * darvihorm,' is the name of an 
act.— The question to be considered now is — Are the Darvihoma offerings 
independent acts ? Or do they borrow the details from other acts ? 

The Purmpakaa (A) view is as follows: — “They are not independent 
acts ; — why ? — ^because no Prooedure has been laid down in connection with 
them. As a rule, when an act has no Prooedure laid down in connection 
with itself, it borrows the details from another act in connection witih 
which the Prooedure has been laid down; — the Darvihomas are acts in 
connection with which the Procedure -has not been laid down;' — it follows 
therefore that they are dependent upon other acts,” 

“ This being so, the next question that arises is— On what act are they 
dependent ?— In answer we have the following 8utra~r- 

S^RA (10). 

“ It is thb Proceditbe of the Soma-saxjeifioe that should be 

ADOPTED AT IT, BECAUSE OF ‘ rNDISTINCTNESS 

BJid§ya. , 

“ At it — ^i.e. at the Darvihoma — the Procedkere of the Somct-aacrifice should 
be adopted ; — ^wh^ 3 — because of indistinctness ; the injunction of the Soma- 
saorifioe is ‘ indistinct ’ (in the sense that the Deity and the Offering-zn^iterial 
are not mentioned in the injunction of the sacrifice itself, — as explained 
un^er 8. 1. 16); — and the injunction of the Darvihoma oflcerings also is 
' indistinct ’ (in the same sense), — appearing as it does in such forms as 
‘ Bhinne juhoti^ (‘oSers the Homa on breakage’); — hence, on the basis, of 
the similarity of these injxxnctions, the Procedure to be adopted at the 
Darvihoma should be that of the Soma-sacrifice ” 

StiTRA (11). 

[Siddhanta] — In reality, it is not so; because of the connec- 
tion WITH THE SYLLABLE * SViHA ’ ; ALSO BECAUSE THE 
SYLLABLE * VA§A1)'’ IS USED IN COURSE OF THE 

Soma, the other is precluded. 

Bhasya. 

The particle (*in reality*) indicates the rejection of the view set 
forth'^above. 
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It is not right to adopt, at the Darvihoma, the Procedure of the Soma- 
sacrifice why ? — because of the connection with the syllable ‘ svdhd ’ ; Darvi- 

homa offerings are connected with the syllable ‘ svdhd \ — the mantras used 
being ‘ Prthivyai svdhd', * Antarihsdya svdhd’. — “ What if that is so?” — 
Because the syllable ‘vdsaV is used in course of the Soma-sacrifice, there is 
preclusion; i.e. in course of the Soma-offering, the syllable used is ‘vaaat’, 
'hence there is preclusion of the other; because both the syllables 
svdhd' and ‘vasat ') are expressive of the act of offering [and hence both 
cannot be used] ; so that if the Procedure adopted is that of the Soma- 
sacrifice, the syllable used should be * vasal' ; and in that case the men- 
tion of the syllable ‘ svdhd' would be meaningless. If the two syllables are 
regarded as optional alternatives, then too there would be this incongru- 
ity that each of the two would be rejected in one case or the other. — If, on 
the other hand, the Darvihoma offerings are regarded as independent acts, 
then there is none of all this incongruity. Hence it follows that the said 
offerings are independent acts by themselves. 

SUTRA (12). 

Because the teems aee entirely different. 

Bha^ya. 

The term ‘juhoti' is entirely different from the term ^yajaU'; — the 
Soma-sacrifice has been enjoined through the term 'yajati', while the 
Darvihoma offerings have been enjoined through the term 'juhoti'; — the 
transference of details has been held to be possible only in the case of in- 
junctions being similar ; — hence for this reason also it cannot be right to 
adopt, at the Darvihoma, the details of the Soma-sacrifice. 

“But it has been pointed out that there’ is this similarity in the 
two injunctions that both are indistinct." 

The answer to this is as follows — ^While there is similariiy between the 
two on the ground of ‘indistinctness’, there is dissimilarity (or difference) 
on the ground of the term ‘yajati' being used in one case (and ‘juhoti' in 
the other case) ; and it is only when a number of actions enjoined through 
the term ^yajati' are found to be ‘indistinct’, that there is transference of 
detaila among them ; just as, though there is .similarity among several sacri- 
fi.ces on account of the offerings at all of them consisting of grains, jj^et at 
the Saurya, the procedure adopted is that of the Jign^a on the ground 
of both these having only one deity. 

. 8t7TRA (13). 

Also because we find TEX'iJa , indicative of the same conclusion. 

Bhdsya. 

Inasmuch as we find indicative texts, it. follows that the procedure to 
be adopted at the Darvihoma .is., rifit that of the Soma-sacrifice-. In 
connection with the Audnmbcm-Homa, having laid down the use of the 
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syllable ‘ smha\ the text goes on to say, in relation to the sentence laying 
down Clarified iButter — Qhffena dydvdprthivt dprmtyantard hand juhoti, 
dmuldt avasrdvayati, bhicmigai^ st3dhd7caroti\-—li the procedure of the 
Soma-sacrifice were meant to be adopted, the syllable to be used should 
have been laid down as ‘ vasaV (which is peculiar, to the Soma ), — not 
* svdhd\ 

gUTRA (14). 

[Objection] — ^“The‘ syllable ‘svIha’ is eob the subsequent 
(modified) offering, — ^UKE THE NUMBER ‘SEVENTEEN’; HENCE 
THE ADOFTION OF THE PROCEDURE (OF THE SoMA) DOES 
NOT BECOME PRECLUDED MERELY BY VIRTUE OF 
THE INDICATTVE TEXT,—AS IN THE 
CASE OF THE AnIMAL.” 

BTimya, 

Purmpahsiv, answers the argument put forward (in the preceding 
Sutra) on the basis of the indicative cited — “It has been argued that 
in connection with the Audumbari-Homa, the use of the syllable ‘ svdhd ’ is 
found to be mentioned as a well-established fact, which indicates that 
the Procedure of the Soma is not to be adopted. — -Our answer to this is 
as follows : — The syllable ‘svdhd* is for the sttbsequent offering, like the 
rmmh&r ‘seventeen *. — In oonneotioa with the Sdmidheni verses, the number 
semfsieen has beesa menlaoned in an iscteted seontMiiee — ‘ Recites the 
seventeen SdmidhSni verses * ; and as all that is spe&eoa of in an isolated 
sentfflooe goes with the Primary Sacrifice, the said number seventeen 
has beffli taken as related to the Dareha^Purmamc^ i — but it becomes 
set aside by the number fifteen which pertains to the Dartiha-PunMtndsa 
by virtue of its Context;' — cmd consequently the number seventeen (thus 
deflected from the Primary) becomes connected with the modified form of 
that Primary . — [Vide above, 3. 6. 9.] — Similarly, in the case in question, 
the syllable svdhd has been mentioned in an isolated sentence — ' Offering- 
materials are offered to deities either with the syllable svdhd or. with the 
syllable vasat* ; — 6is in the case of the Samidheni, this syllable becomes inclined 
to enter into the two Primary Sacrifices — Soma and Darsha-Purnamdsa ; — ^but 
becoming precluded therefrom by the syllable * vcmtt % it becomes deflected 
from the Primaries to that extent and finds place in the other offerings. — 
Under the circumstances, the adoption of the Procedure of the Soma- sacrifice does 
not become {efitirely) precluded, — as in the case of the Animal . — ^In connection 
with the Animal, the number seventeen having been declared, the Procedure 
of the Darsha-Punnamdsa do^ not become precluded, — ^because of the fact 
of the number ‘ seventeen * being directly laid down in a text. In the same 
manner, in the case in question, inasmuch as the syllable ‘svdhd* has been 
directly declared, the mere perception of the Indicative does not preclude 
the adoption of the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice.** 

The term ‘ punah' (in the Sutra) has no significance (it is superfluous), 
— just like such expressions as ‘ Kimpunaridam* (‘What to say pf this ! ’). 
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SUTKA (15). 

{Answer to the above objection} — In BBAiiiTY, it cannot be for the 

SHBSBQTJENT OEEEEING ; AS <IT IS OF USE (AT THE PRIMARY 
SACBIEICB itself); AND OP WHAT PERTAINS TO THE 

Primary, there can be preclusion only 

WHEN IT IS OF NO USE. 


Bhdsya. 

It has been argued that the syllable ‘ svdM' is for the subseqxient (modi- 
fied) offering.—But it is not so.— Why "i— Because it cannot be for the subse- 
quent offering, as it is of use ; as a matter of fact, it serves a useful purpose at 
the Primary' sacrifice itself, — in connection with the Naristahoma offerings, as 
also in connection with the two Pdrvana-hoim offerings,— where the wonim 
hsed is ‘ Purnanmsaya suradhase svdM ’ (where the syllable ‘ svaM ' comes 
in).— 0/ what pertains to the Prhnary, there can be preclusion only when 
it is of no use; if the syllable ‘smM’ were of no use at the Primary 
sacrifice, then alone could there be preclusion, by virtue of the isolate 
sentence, of the syllable ^vasaV at the modified offermg,—v.’hich latter 
syllable would come in at it as pertaining to its Primary Origma^^.e. 
tile syllable ‘swd/ia’ would displace the syllable ‘ wsa?’ at the modmeu 
offering, only if that syllable could not be used at the Primary saerihce 
itself] ; 4s a matter of fact however, it does serve a useful purpose at i ; 
hence it cannot be regarded as being for the subsequent (modified) offering. 
—And when it is not for the subsequent offering, then the text quo e 
^Bhumigate svahakdrotP —does become rightly indicative of the fact that 
the Procedure of the Soma-sacrifice has no place at the Darvihoma 
offerings. 

StjTRA (18). 

lObjection]—“ At the Pbimaby sAOKiincB, it would not find a 

PLACE IF THIS IS URGED [then the answer IS as m the 

next Sutra]. 


Bhd§ya. , 

Saya the Opponen^-.-If your view is that the syllable ‘ 

Hnd plLe in the mri,tahomas or in the Pam.t«.-tonos.-then, it w^W 
T. hC^ihle ior that syllahle to and jda. ^ the ^ 

when this latter is performed m connection w ^ 

and there also the =y“»We ‘ ■ wouW ha™ 

has been laid down m connection with ttie \.no„fh^rnh Psa 

TV. .• ■ f-uia f/iUnwiiiff text — ^Dvyaksaro lasatkataii, esa 

any qualification, in the foUowiag 

mi pmjafMlf it has been ,nenM-. the 

also 1^_ been that is why of this 

Utter weTavL the J 
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vyctthate prajapatau yaj'nena pratiti§tkati\ (where *prajapati’ stands for 
the syllable ‘ vaaat ’ ) serves to set aside the syllable ‘ svahd ’ which would 
come in only by virtue of being mentioned', because, in the case of mere 
mention, the injunction is purely inferential, and as such is set aside by 
an Injunction which is direct, — ^If then the syllable * svdhd ' cannot find place 
at the primary, then it must find room at the subsequent (modified) 
sacrifice.” 

StJTRA (17). 

[A%Swer]~lT HAS BEEN ALBBADY EXPLAINED THAT WHEN THEBE IS A 
CONELIOT, WHAT COMES LATER IS WEAKER.. 

BTidsya, 

The answer given to the above objection is as follows It is not right 
that the syllable ‘ avdha ’ should be taken as . set aside by the syllable 
*va8at\ — Why? — Because it has been explained (under Su. 3. 3. 14) 
that whenever there is a conflict among Direct Asisertion and the 
other means of determining subsidiary character, that which comes later is 
weaker than that which has gone before — ^now, in the case in question, 
there is conflict between ‘ Syntaotioal Oonneetion ’ and ‘ Context — the 
Context indicating ihe ttyllable ‘va§at\. while the syllable ‘ svSM' would 
come in by virtue of its being syirfekctioally connected with the words of the 
Mcmtra used at the Ndrwtahomas'.'-'-BiBid Syntactical Connection is always 
stronger than Context, — “The syllable 'vaaat' signifying the. act of 
giving away may be used after the syllable ‘ dvaM\ ” — But the uttering of 
' the syllable ‘ svdhd ’ does not accomplish the offering ; how can the syllable 
‘avdhd', which has not been laid down as mesadtig. offering, serve, the 
purpose of bringing about the offering^ Even if it were laid down as 
meaning offering, how could the offering-material be offered to the deities 
by means of the sy liable ‘ avdhd ’ or ‘ vaaat ’ ? — “ Inasmuch as both the syllables 
— avW^a and vaaat — ^have been laid down in connection with the Primary sacri- 
fice, what is said in reference to no particular sacrifice becomes meaningless.” 
-^It is for this reason that we say that ,it would serve the purpose of 
laying down the fact of the two syllables (‘ avdhd ’ and ' vaaat') signifying the 
act of offering . — From all this it follows that the Darvihoma offerings are 
not the modifications of the Soma-offering. 

StJTRA (18). 

[POrvapak§a (B)] — Or, the details of these would come 

FROM THE ‘ I^TI ’ ; AS THESE DETAILS ABE ALBEADY OPEBATIVE, 
THEIB INJDNOTtONS WOULD BE THERE.” 

Bhd§ya. 

The particle or indicates the^taking up of another view. 

“The term ‘ Tachchodandh' ^ ‘Details of these’, stands for the Darvihomaa ; 
the meaning is that the details of procedure that would be adopted at the Dam- 
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homas would b« just those subsidiary Morma that form part of the Daraha- 
Fumamdm.—* Wlmt are those?’ — They are the Ndrisiahorms. — ‘Why 
should these be adopted?’ — Because these are the Hcwias that are already 
operative •, that is, these Homas are found to be operating in all ' lati', 
as well as in all ‘ Pa^ubandha\ sacrifices; and when a featme has been 
actually seen with an act in most cases, it is inferred to be there even when 
it is not actually seen; for instance, when a man has been seen to do good 


to others in many eases, it is he who is inferred to have done the good 
that has been done by some unknown man.— For this reason the 
should be adopted at the Darvihomas'’ 

SUTRA (19). 

“Also BBCAtrsE of the foeoe of wokds,” 

Bhd^pa. 

“ There is also the force of words,— bx the shape of the similarity of 
InJi^otions of the Darvihomas and the Ndriatahomas ; the injunction of Homa 
at the Ndriftahomas is in the form ‘ Ndristdn juhoti while that of the 
Darvihorna is in the foma * Bhinne jvhoti ’ — and through this similarity of 
Injunctions, there should be adoption of the details.” 

SUTRA (20). 

“ Also bboause wb find texts indicative of the same 


Bhdsya. 

"There is a text also which points to the conclusion that the Darvi- 
homas derive their details from the Ndriatahomas. — ‘What is that indi- 
cative ? ’ — In connection with Agnihotra we read — ‘ Yadi kite' mpadyeia antah- 
paridhi nmayU’’ ['If an insect should fall in, it should be put under the 
Pandhi’]; — again in connection with Agni, we read — ^'Aniarvddi tisthan 
sdvibrdni juhoti ’ [‘ Standing within the Altar, he offers the oblations to 
Savitr*] ; — the Paridhi as well as the Altdr, being of use at the Primary as 
well as the Subsidieiry sacrifices, are parts of the Ndristahoma ; so that what 
has been declared in the two texts just quoted would be possible only if the 
details of the Ndriatahomas were operative, — Hence it follows that the 
details of the Ndristahomae are to be adopted at the Darvihomas." 

SUTRA (21). 

[Arimer to Purvapaksa {B) set forth in Su. 18] — What has been 
CITED AS indicative OF DETAILS CANNOT BE SO INDICATIVE ; 

- ^ AS IT IS THE ABSENCE OF THE DETAILS 

THAT 3B THE BEASON. 


What has been cited as indicat^ve of the adoption of the de 
. mriatahorna cannot be^po ind^at^vp ; . is, , it does not \ 
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it has been cited to prove.— Why so ? — Because it is the absence of the 
details that is the ' reason’ ; that is, in connection with the Tryambakas, 
it has been thus declared— * They say that Tryarribahas are unstable ; 
fuel and grass are not got together ; the Bmi/aya-sacrifices are not offered ; 
the Samidheni verses are not recited this text, having declared the 
unstable character of the TryamJbakaa, puts forward the absence of , 
fuel and the rest as the reason in support of that decIaratioaL If the 
Ndrifiahomaa were to find room in the Darvihomas, — then the Fiiel, the 
Orass and the Samidhems would all be present at the Tryambakas, as all these 
three are of use at the Primary as well as the Subsidiary sacrifiLces. And in 
that case the absence of these, being non-existent, could not serve as a reason 
for the declaration in question. — ^Por this reason the Nariftahomas cannot 
find room at the Darvihomas. 

StJTRA (22). 

It may be an injunction,” — ip this is urged [then the 
answer is as given in the following Sutra]. 

Bhd^ya. 

The Opponent argues — “If you think that what has been cited is not 
an indicative, then why cannot it be taken as an Injunction The Fuel 
and the rest being admissible on the ground of the Ndrisfahomas being the 
required Primary, the text that prohibits the use of these, 'being regarded 
as an Injunction, would lay down something not already known. If it 
were a mere reference, it could not lead to any activity, and as such, would 
serve no useful purpose.” 

This assertion having been made, the author refutes it in the following 
Sutra — • ' ■ 

StJTRA (23). 

That cannot be; as it is supplementary to another 
Injunctive Sentence. 

B1id§ya. 

The sentence in question cannot be an Injunction, — “ Why ? ” — Because 
there is another text which contains the Injunction — viz. ‘ Adityam charum 
nirvapet punaretya g^hbatu’ [‘Returning to the house, one should offer 
Cooked Rice to AdUi ’] ; and the sentence in question is supplementary to 
this Injunction. — “How do you know that?” — Because the Injunction 
just quoted stands in need of what is said in the sentence in question. 
After having declared the defect in the sentence — ‘ The Tryambakas are 
unstable’, the text goes on to say ‘Returning home, one should offer 
■Cooked Rice to Aditi, — 'this is" Aditi, — this is stability, — inasmuch as it is 
herein that Adilya rests.’ It is clear from this that the offering to Aditi 
has been enjoined for the purpose, of remedying the said defect of 
unstability; the two sentences therefore are* construed together. In 
between these two sentences come in all those sentences that speak of “ The 
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Fuel and Grass, etc.” ; and it is only reasonable that these latter also 
should be construed with, — and taken as supplementary to,-— that same 
Injunction. Tinder the circumstances, if these were taken as Injunctions, 
they would have to be separate sentences ; and this would militate against 
the aforesaid syntactical connection among the three sets of sentences ; and 
it would also involve the incongruity of interrupted (far fetched) construc- 
tion. As a matter of fact also, the sentences in question have no injunctive 
force, being as they are in the form of reference (mere description).— -For 
these reasons, these sentences cannot be regarded as Injimctions. 

Qttestion — “What is the reason that, though both the sentences are 
equally indicaiive in their character, that speaking of ‘ under the Paridhi ’ 
is not regarded as proving anything, while the other one is accepted as an 
elective jffoof ? ” 

Anatver — ^This difference between the two sentences, we shall point out 
later on (towards the end of this Adhi3earat$ia). 

SUTRA (24). 

[P0BVAPAK9A (0)1 — “This Pboohdhbe that should comb in should 
BE THAT OF THOSE SaOEIFIOBS AT WHICH THE HOMA IS 
OFFBEED INTO THE OTHBE TWO (FiBBS) ; AS 
THEBE WOULD BE NO INOONGBUITY 
INVOLVED IN THIS.” 

Bhd§ya. 

“ Tlte Procedure to come in {to the Darvihomaa) should be that of those 
Saorifkea at which the Homa is offered into the other turn Firea, — i.e. that of 
the Patniaamydjaa. — Why so ? — Because there would be no incongruity involved, 
in this, — such as has been pointed out (in Su. 21) in the case of the adoption 
of the Procedure of the Nariatahomaa ; as in this latter case it was the 
‘absence pf the details’ that was the ‘reason’. As for the Patnlaamydjaa 
on the other hand, the * Fuel and the Grass ’ and the * Sdmidheni verses ’ do 
not form part of them at all ; and hence there is nothing incongruous in the 
mention of their absence. These also are Sacrifices that are already operative, 
and these also have been enjoined through the root 'juhoti ’ (reasons urged 
in Su. 18, in favour of the Nariatahomaa)', — the injunction being in the 
form ‘8cdui patnyd juhoti\ — From aU this it follows that the Procedure 
to be adopted should be that of the PatmaamydfaaP 

SUTRA (26). 

[Answer to above Pvrvapakga r(G)]-^AT that Sacbifioe, Gbain- 

OFFBKINGS HAVE BEEN ENJOINED, — AND tAbSE WOULD HAVE 
TO BE ADOPTED ON THE OOBBESPONDING OCCASIONS, 

. ' ^ ,x. , _ . . 

What has been j^ssertSKi above cannot be right. — Why ? — Because at 
that Sacrifice — ^i.e, at the Darvihoma.^--grain'-offerings have been laid down — 
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viz. ‘The Cake at the Tryamhakae, Karamhha-veasels, Bice’ and so forth; — 
and these would have to he adopted on the corresponding occcwiojw ; i.e. these 
grain’Offerings occupying the same position (at the Darvihoma) as the 
Clarified 'Butter-offerings (at the Patnisamyajas) would have to take in the 
characteristic details of -the Clarified-Butter ; and yet it is not possible to 
carry out these details in connection with the grain-offerings; in fact, even 
if they were carried out, they would serve no useful ptirpose ; so that the 
■General Law (of the Ectype being performed like the Archetype) would be set 
at nought. Thus it is clear that there is no need for the details of the 
Patnisamyajas to be adopted at the-Darvihofna. As for the Yajyd and the 
Anuvdkyd, they could be carried out by means of another Mantra, and the 
purposes of the syllable ‘ vasat ’ would be served by the syllable ‘ svaM, 

StJTRA (26). 

[•PtiBVAPAK§A (D)]— “ On account of the Indicative, the 

PROCEDURE TO BE ADOPTED SHOULD BE THAT OF THE 
SUBSEQUENT ‘ BoMAS 

Bhdfya. 

“The Procedure to be adopted should be that of the Pistalepa-homa 
and the PlmUharavya-homa ; — why? — on account of the Indicative; i.e. 
because of the common factor of Qrain-offerings ; so that this view is not 
open to the objection urged against the case of the Patnisamyajas, -T-where 
it has been pointed out that the details adopted would serve no useful 
purpose. Because in this case, the details connected with Grains, — such as 
cooking and the rest — could certainly be carried out, — Henoe it is the 
procedure of these two Homas that should be adopted at the Darvihoma ” 

StJTRA (27). 

[Ansvjer to PHrmpak^a (jD)]~But these two (Homas) abb op 
THE nature of ‘ DISPOSAL ’ HENCE THE ‘ DaRVIHOMA ’ 
CANNOT BE REGARDED AS THE ‘ MODIFIED 
FORM* OF THESE. 

Bhd§ya. 

But — what has been suggested cannot be accepted; — why? — because 
the said two Homas are of the nattire of * Disposal ofierings ’ ; while the Darvi- 
homas are ‘ Principal offerings * ; the difference between them therefore is 
immense; while transference of details between sacrifices has been held to 
be based upon similarity. 

It has been argued that the details relating to the grain-offerings can 
be carried out. But as a matter of fact, being of the nature of ‘Disposal 
offerings’, the two Homas in question cannot serve to indicate the 
tran.sference of cooking and such other details; Hence for that same reason 
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it is not possible for the Darvihoma to have these two Homos for their 
original Archetype ; nor would it be right (even if it were possible). 

Hence this (fourth) PufvapaJcaa view also is not right. 

Thus it is found that the Darvihomas cannot borrow the details from 
any other sacrifices. Hence it follows that they must be regarded as 
independent sacrifices by themselves. 


SUTRA (28): 

When there is a commingling of conflicting indicatives, it 

FOLLOWS THAT THEBE IS NO TRANSFERENCE OF DETAILS; 
BECAUSE INJUNCTIONS ABE INHERENTLY RESTRICTED IN 
THEIR SCOPE, AND HENCE WHAT THEY ENJOIN 
CANNOT BE TRANSFERABLE; SUCH 
TRANSFERENCE IS PERMISSIBLE 
ONLY WHERE THERE IS A 
DISTINCT DECLARATION 
TO THAT EFFECT. 

B}id§ya. 


Question — Where there are indicatives in support of both aides, why 
should it be concluded that there is to be no transference of details ? ” 

/instoer-^When there is a commingling of conflicting indicatives, it is not 
right to accept the transference of details in accordance with these indica- 
tives ; — why 1~"beoauae the injunctions are inherently restricted in their scope ; 
as a matter of fact, the text of the Injunctions is such as limits their scope ; 
some injunctions are found in connection with the Darsha-PHr'^mSsa, and 
some with the Soma ; hence what they enjoin cannot he transferable ; if they 
are transferred to any act other than that in connetion with which the 
Injunction is found, then the ‘context’ becomes annulled. It is for this 
reason that it is concluded that there is to be no transference or borrowing 
of details from any other sacrifice (in the case of the Darvihoma). 

Question — “ Is this then the universal rule that there is to be no trans- 
ference of details at all ? ” 

The answer to this is that Transference is permissible only when there is 
a distinct declaration to that effect ; e.g. in the case of the marrage-rites of the 
Bdstrdbhf^. — ^In cases where there is no such declaration, the acts in 
question must be regarded as independent. 

Question — “ What is the answer to the two indicatives that have been 
quoted (under Su. 20) — (a) ‘If an insect fall in, etc.’, (6) ‘Standing within 
the altar, etc.' ? ” 

Answer — ^Inasmuch as these assertions have no reason in their support, 
they have to be taken in a figurative sense, — * Antahparidhi ’ being taken as 
standing for the place of the ParidJd, and ‘ AumMrvSdi ’ for the place of the 
altar, — because neither tljo ParidJhi nor.the AUar is actually present (at the 
Darmhoma). Just as in th® case pf kapb assertions as * rajam me ka^uyaU ’ 
r'(-‘3Phe Paint is itching’), * (‘The mark on the forehead is 
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throbbing’),-— when there is no paint, nor the forehead-marJs, the terms 
‘ paint ’ and ‘ forehead-mark ’ are taken as figuratively standing for the .spot 
where they are generally found. 

[This last Question and Answer has been taken by Maniana Miahra as a , 
distinct A^ikamna.} 


End of Pdda iv of Adhydya Fill, 
End of Adhydya VIII. 


Ein> OF Voii- II. 


shabaea-bhasya 

VoL n. 

PRELIMINABY HTOEX. 


Abhiglmrana, no ‘Remnant’ or , 

‘ Another Vessel ’ with, 743. ' 

AbhyudaySaH, performed even when 
m aterial prepared, 

1119. 

„ ‘ displacement ’ of Du- 

ties at, 1112. 
perfowned on Moon 
rising — ^with mate- 

rials prepared for 
deities of modified 
1121 . 

if performed after pre- 
paration of part of 
material, — the rest to 
be completed without 
reference, to a Deity, 
1123. 

Acquiring of Property — subserves 

Man’s purpose, 711- 

Action, what sutMerves purposes of, 

709. 

„ filings like Milking Vessel 
do not subserve purpose of, 

710. 

Agnavatiaruwaj takes details of Agtw- 
1370. 

Aghoffa., actions like — are subsidiary, 
863. 

Adhikamnydya, 964. 

Agniehit, observances of — during Rains, 

— come after Agniclmyana, 933'. 

Agnihaira-naya, Agnihotra to be jier- 
formed at its own time, 1033- 

Agnihom, to be repeated at its own 
time, 1034. 

names like — ^aie indticafiLve 
; . of transfegfcnoe erf details, 

^ ‘ ’ im ' ; 

„ and other acts perfpwto^ o 
'■ wStti copaeqrated 


Agniaomiya Pa^hu, at — Procedure of 
X> ar $ha-P^r^a- 
maaa adopted, 
1329. 

,, Vessels of Prayajd 
and Anuyaja , — 
used at, 909, 

Agm^ioma, to precede all sacrifices, 
940, 944. 

Ahan-offaringt connected with QaycUn 
througb Mantras inherently 05yaM, 
1380. 

AghatgttaMa, take details of Saira, 1387. 

„ Procedure of Dvadaahdha 
adopted at, 1334. 

‘ A lnng with Branch ’ lays down time, 
1108. 

Altar, sixth— is contingent, 843. 
AmmahorfMa, subsidiary to SdAgra- 
Myan^, 836. 

Animal-sacrifiioe, details of Agm- 
aonmya adopted at, 1330. 
Animal-Group-sacrifices, details of 
Ekddaahina ado’pted&tf 1332. 

AriiTn<i.1 Sacrificed to Agni-Soma— 

' must be a goat, 1222. 

Anointing of Post, includes Engirdling, 
903- 

Anticipataon of acetssories, 884. 

No— of details at Drwaha, 
893. 

Anuydjaa, -jwrformed after Agni- 
Mdruta o^rings, 822. 

Avaddna, includes actual off&ring, 902. 
AvaJas^Pa^^ offered in XJneon- 
aecKrted Fire, 1215. 

AruMrOia, indicates tmnsference of 
details of Soma, 1276. 
j^cdri9pa»amana, verses added tor~. 
. I#® Parp^ W3, > ■ , 

BASnja sacrifice, onewhol^ VWduda 

: t fppje U9^ ^ ‘ ' 
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Black antelope-ricin, throwing of— is a 
disposal, 777. 

Bough-cutting, securing of Branch, the 
motive for, 765. 

Branch, throwing of — is a Diapoa<tl, 
not a fruiijut eust, 768. 

Bricks, are auxiliary to Fixe, 927. 
Brhaspadsma is part of VdjapSya, 818, 
Breakage, Homa on— is auxiliary to 
Darsha-Purnmimsa, 1142. 

Bringing in, is the motive for securing 
Clarified. Butter, 748. 

Cake, when a portion becomes spoilt, 
another shoujid be brought in, 
1073. 

, , if Svisfakrt slice is spoilt, another 
slice shall not be out, 1076. 

„ when whole burnt, expiation 
should be performed, 1083. 
Carving, otc., to bo performed first over 
the AgnSya offering, 947. 

Chatsirhoir Homa, to be performed by 
one who has not installed the Fires, 
1204, 

Chxtrin^ Bricks, to be put in Central 
Hearth, 929, 

,, „ to be put in before 

, Lokmnprna Brfok, 

930. 

Clarified Butter in the Vpcd)hrt, used 
at Praya^as and 
Anuydjas, 760. 

„ „ in the Upabhrt, mean- 

ing of pouring, 763. 

,j „ -oSering, not postpon- 

ed till after the 
Soma, 958. 

Complementary Details bring about 
Transcendental Remits, 727. 
Compulsory acts, performance of all 
details, not essenbial in, 1039. 
Conflict, eases of — between indications 
of Material and Deity, — transference 
of details determined by Material, 
1346. 

Cow’s steps — not the motive for 
bringing the caw, 733. * 

Curd-cup' offering is compulsory, 888. 
Curdled Bits, securing of — is the 
motive for putting curds into hot 
milk, 730. 


Curds and such things appertain to 
Compulsory, md Optional or Con- 
tingent Acts, 798. 

Domo acts, 1216. 

Dahpytogni, offerings into— -not post- 
poned, 891. 

Darsha, only one performer at, 1016. 
Dareha^Puryamdsa-nydya (A), 813. 

(B), 815. 

, „ „ not to be performed 

by one without three 
goira-Psis, 1006. 

„ and other sacrifices— Homo 
contingent on Breakage, 
etc., must be performed, 
1035, 

,, at — ^for Abhyndnt&M — there is 

displacement of details due 
to certain contingencies, 
1112 . 

„ Purpamdsa — no transference 
of ‘Archetypal to 
ectypal Saurya, 
1337. 

Darmhoma, name of an act, 1391. 

„ „ of Vedic Mid IJn* 

vedie acts, 1392. 

„ of Homa, 1394. 

,, not initmotive of aocesaory, 

1396. 

,, an independent act, 1398. 

Debte three — ^payment of — incum- 
bent on three Higher Castes, 1037, 
Details, transferred— are those of a 
particular sacrifice, 1321. 

Diksaniya acta like — ^are subsidiary 

to Jyotisfoma, 869, 

Disconnections in case of simul- 
taneous — Option between ‘ no Fee ’ 
and ‘ Entire Property ’ as Fee, 1146. 
Disconnection, in case of two — expia- 
tion to be that px’escribed for the 
later one, 1148. 

„ of XJdgdir — ‘ Entire Pro- 

perty ’ given as Fee, 
1150. 

,, at Ahargaya — ^all sacri- 

fices not to be repeated, 
1152. 

Dvddashdha, details adopted with dif- 
ferentiation, 1364. 
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DtxMwMto, details adopted at TrwH- 
charu, 1372. 

„ details adopted at Sam- 
sthmfOfn^ sacrifices, 1376. 

'• Dvayoh pravayan ^' — does not in- 
dicate trarmfer- 
ence of Details, 
1282. 

„ „ stands for FefcAinjjr 

o/ Ftre at two 
middle parts of 
Chaturmaxya, 
1285. 

Dung and Blood — mt the motive for 
bringing of animal, 737. 

Ectypee to be compkited on the sanas 
day, 960- 

„ of Samujyya and AgnMsomiya 
offeringa — ^to be put off till 
after the Soma-moriflce, 982. 
of Soma-socn^e-^to eome 
after Darsha Purruimasa, 
963. , . 

' SkahrShmaifani, etc.’, extends Injunc- 
tion to ‘ Five offering Materials 
1245. 

’ SkabrahtnaiujJi, etc.’, transfers In- 
junction and Commendation to 
Skakapala and Aindragna, 1249. 
Shadaskina, animal-sacrifices — Proce- 
dure of Savamya adopted, 133. 
Embellishraenta of, restrictive, 783. 

„ subserve the purposes of 


Fire-installation— -only ont' man 

entitled, 987. 

„ re-installation, — when Fire goes 
out, 1095. 

‘Five-Platter ’ offering is a distinct act, 
1097. 

„ is subsidiary t o 

contingent 
Dcuraha, 1098. 
Forbidden acts, bring evil results, 1028, 
Fruit, no transference of, 1337. 

Gambling, subsidiary to sacrifices, 831. 
„ „ „ Rqjasuya, 833. 

„ to be done before AbHsBlca, 


Gurgatf^atra, &i— Kindling done of 
unconsecraied Fire, 1293. 

Qaodmayana, ait — Initiation before 
Full Moon Day of M&gha, 
1131. 

„ at — ^^Prooedure of Slcdhu to 

be adopted, 1313. 

Goat, is the animal sacrificed to Agni- 
Soma, 1222. 

Gold-pieces, offering of— -takes detail 
of Grain-offering, 1349. 

Holding, is auxiliary to Sacrifice, 927. 

Homa, what is, 786. 

„ in connection with Upanayana, 
performed in unconseerarbed 
Fire, 1209. 

Honey and Water take details of 
Clarified Butter related to (Jpdth- 
shuydga, 1352. 

Husk, winnowing of — not the motive 
for Potsherds, 735. 

Initiation, complete, only after Dlk- 
mriiyd lati, 935. 

„ continues for Twelve days, 
1129. 

„ if put off, — connected restric - 
tions should be put off, 1135. 

Injunctions, of Performer, Place*,. 
Fire, and substance ai*© restrictive, 


„ of Sacrifioer come before 
wearing of gold-orna- 
ment, 916. 

Engirdling included under ‘ Anointing ’, 
903. 

Expiation, performed, if Moon rises, 
1126. 

„ „ even when there 

are several or 
simultaneous dis- 
connection, 1 146. 

Fire-mstallation — in connection with 
, — ‘unmeasured 
' ■? ^ wealth ’ stands for 
’ great wealth, 1193. 
,, u n m e a s u r e d *— * 

, ' stands for mare iham 
1000, 1193. 


Introduction to Adhyaya IV, 707, 729. 
details of— noi transferred to 
' So ma-aacrvfice, 

[ ;• ; ; ,/ ■/ . 1323. ’ 
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JwM, etc.,, to be seciired afredi, in 
common for all sacrifices, 1172. 
Jyotis^ma, ectype of — ^musfe be pre- 
ceded by .4p»i#>mo, 941 . 

,, When put ofi, — ^the ‘Re- 

trospective Homas not 
to be performed, 1137. 

„ Begging and Buying at — 

Compulsory and Essen- 
tial, 1218. 

„ acts like ‘ Living tm Milk 

— essential, 1220. 

„ ‘ Eating at latter part of 

night ’, not essential, 

1221. 

‘ KataHjanyaya 1028. 

‘ Kdij,ddmieaanayanydya ’ : Principle of 
all in a body to each at a time, 899. 

‘ Ki^dmeapi-nydya 1083. 

Ktdd,ya sacrifice, King and his Family- 
priest jointly entitled to perform, 
1160. 

Man, what subserves purposes of, 709. 

>, acquiring of Property, subserves 
purpose of, 711. 

Master' — of sacrifice — ^may be sub- 
stituted at Satra; but he is not 
* Master \ 1066, 1056. 

Material, difference in — does not make 
sacrifices different, 1048. 

„ prescribed — ^if spoilt — acts 

commenced must be com- 
pleted with substituted 
material, 1048. 

, „ prescribed — if spoilt — only 

,, a similar substance may be 
substituted, 1069. 

„ prescribed — ^if spoilt — ^may 

be replaced by a substance 
prescribed as optional, 1060. 
Material, substituted, — on being spoilt, 
the fresh material 
brought in should 
be similar to the 
original material, 
1064. 

„ „ on being spoilt, 

even when sub- 
stituted material 
has been a pres- 
cribed one, 1066. 


Material, when spoilt—th© same should 
be used, if available, 1067. 

„ substituted — if performance 

carried on with,— should be 
completed with same, 1068. 

„ prescribed — to be used for 

Embellishments, even when 
substitute is fitter, 1069. 

„ if primary not fit for use, a 
substitute should be used, 

1070. 

„ if primary is just enough for 

the main purpose only, — 
that alone should be used, 

1071. 

„ when only one spoilt, — 

Panchashardva-o1S.Brm.g to be 
made, 1087. 

Milk-Living on — and like penances 
subserve the purpose of sacrifices, 800. 
Milk-offering, — details transferred to 
Animal-offering, 1360. 

Milking vessel, does not subserve the 
purposes of Action, 710. 

Multiple sacrifices, additional Hymns 
brought in from JyoH^foma, 1378. 
Minor acts, subserve the purposes of 
sacrifices, 789. 

Ncmaittika act does not pertain to 
, the Niiya act, 794. 

Ndrista-homa, to be performed before 
Upahomas, 911. 

Nikdyins, among details of preceding 
adopted at the succeeding, 1336. 

‘ Nirmanthya ’ — not indicative of 

transference of details, 1281. 

‘ Nisddasthapati-nydya lOll. 
Numbers, made up by all performances 
collectively, 917. 

Order of sequence, none as between 
Jffi and Soma, 
949. 

„ none, as between 

Jspi and Soma ioT 
BrahmaxM also, 
962. 

it Direct Assertion, 

strongest autho- 
rity for, 861. 

„ Vedic Injunction 

sole authority 
for, 882. 
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Order o£ actaaliy enjoined 

' in Veda, 863. 

„ in some cases, 

defcermined by 
eJSoiency, 864. 

,, in some oases — ^no 

restriction, 866. 

„ determined by 

Verbal Text : 
^Pathakrama- 
nyaya 868. 

„ deterrqiined by 

Commencmimt : 

‘ Pravariihakra- 
mm/vyoya 870. 

„ determined by 

Place, 873. 

„ at subsidiary, 

should follow 
the Principal, 
875. 

„ indicated by Ver- 

bal Text is more 
authoritative 
f^an that of 
Principal, 876. 

,, order of Mantra 

text, more 
authoritative 
than Brah- 
ma^a, 878. 

,, indicated by 

General Law 
more aaihorita- 
tsve than Pro- 
. oedure, 879. 

y, indicated by Direct 

Declaration and 
Utility is more 
authoritative 
than that in- 
dicated by 

Verbal Texts, 
945. 

' PctdSrth&nttmmayanydya ’ : Prino^le 
of Each to Each at a time, 897. . 

Pan, when broken-— eiqpiation to be 
performed, 1079. 

Pa^chmharam-oitexmg, 1087, 1097, 
1099. 

PaAchadoahardtra, takes details of 

Satra, 1367. 


Pamkrti, is dthcmMa, 1194. 

Pmhu-ciffmimg, takes details of Curd- 
Butter offering, 1358. 

Perfonner, injunctions of — restrictive, 
780. 

P^idapitfyajAa, not subsidiary to any 
iM5t, 846. 

Pitrya acts, during ‘ later fortnight ’ 
and such other stated times, 1217. 

Place, Injunctions of — restrictive, 780. 

Postponement, of accessories, 884. 

,, of Santapaniya, does 
not lead to posiqpone- 
ment of Agnihotra, 
894. 

„ of $o4a»hin, 896. 

Pawing out is an act of Disposal, 772. 

‘ Pfatha in ‘ pr^fhaih wpaii^ihantS ’ — 
stands for words of the verse, 1297. 

Praydia, detaik like — ^prompted by 
Apurm, 1229. 

‘ Prdya^nya \ does not mdicate trans- 
feretkoe of detaiis, 1280. 

Prcydp«ti-mtdm, subserve man's pur- 
pose, 714. 

Praya^ and Anwyaya, vessels of— to 
be used at Agnisom^fa Animal- 
sacrifice, 907. 

Prokamya, to be done to Soma- 
d^ails, 886. 

Propwrty, acquiring of— subserves 
man’s purpose, 711. 

Properties of substance, Injunctions of 
— ^restrictive, 780. 

ProspeotivB sacrifice, once commenc- 
ed, must be completed, 1023. 

Prospective acta lead to declared 
reaults, 810. 

„ „ lead to declared re- 

sults during present 
and future lives, 816. 

M „ no restriction of order, 

in, 938. 

„ „ rendered nugatory by 

omission of details, 
1044. 

Pur&kailpa, is Arthavada, 1194.* 

‘ RaihaJkdra-nydya % 1008. 

‘ Rdthf^Oara * and such terms stand 
Wdhe Mtmc, 1262. 

result of— mentioned in 

808 , 
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Edtriaatra-nyaya, 808. 

Remnants, Prints alone to eat, 1076. 

,, ^ only Juice-extractors and 
Homa-pourers, to eat, 
1093. 

Retrospective Homos, not to be per- 
formed, if Jyo- 
iispcma put oS, 
1137. 

„ „ when performed, 

— Agnihotra, etc., 
should be per- 
formed in morn- 
ing, 1140. 

„ „ not to be per- 

formed, when 
the VdavasSmya 
is put off, 1139. 

Rope is accessory of the Post, 849. 

Sacrifices, Husband and Wife jointly 
entitled to perform, 983. 

„ Wife to do only what is 
actually prescribed for her, 
993. 

„ man without wealth — ^may 

perform, 1003. 

„ may be performed by one 

suffering from bodily de- 
fects, 1004. 

,, not to be performed by one 
suffering from incurable 
disease, 1006. 

,, Ni^ada entitled to perform, 

1011 . 

„ like Vishvajit — are fruitful, 

801, 

,, have a single result, 806. 

„ lead to Heaven, 807, 

„ like Darsha-Purnamdsa, con- 

ducive to all results, 813. 

„ like ' Dcsrsha-Viirifam&aa, 

should be performed sep- 
arately, 816. 

,, Subsidiary — performed at 

their own proper time, 829, 
„ are conducive to Heaven 

and other desirable resul^, 
964. 

„ only human beings ^titled 

to perform, 972. 

„ men and women, both en- 

titled to perform, 976. 


Sacrifices, MaOtahara entitled to per- 
form, 1008, 

Sacrificial Implement®, are mentioned 
by way of reference, 717. 
i^adaha, details adopted at ^aitrth- 
skadraSra, 1374. 

Sdhamedha, no transference of Ska- 
kapdla, at, 1260. 

Sama, additional— comes in the middle, 
926. 

Samyogaprthaktva-nydya, 79.8. 
Sainvatsaraaairas, procedure of Qavd- 
mayana adopted at, 1335. 
SamidhSnis, seventeen — all three 

Higher Castes entitled to, 
1174. 

„ additional — to come at the 

end. 920. 

Samudaydnusamayanyaya, Principle of 
Composite Whole, 900. 

Satra, substituted ‘ master ’ to go 
through embellishments, 1068. 
„ at — all ‘ Sacrificers ’ should be- 

long to same Kalpa, 1163, 

„ BrdJmmiyi alone, entitled to 
perform, 1163. 

„ everyone taking part in — shares 
in the Result, 1013. 

„ ‘ Master ’ substituted or not ?, 

1066-1056. 

„ Brdhmana belonging to Viehm- 
mitrakcdpa alone entitled to 
perform, 1167. 

„ only one who has installed the 
Fires, entitled to perform, 
1169. 

‘ Saroaptrspha indicates all Six 
Prsthas, 1271, 

Saumya, performed at the time of 
Upasads, 834. 

Saurya, option between two Abhimar- 
sana Mantras, 1341. 

„ Cham — details of Procedure 

for, 1300. 

•„ Procedure should be Vedic, 
1303. 

„ details of AgnSya transferred 
to, 1343. 

Smtrdmani, is part of Chayana, 818, 

,, takes details of Darsha- 
Pwnfiamdm, 1364. 
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Sdvitra -homa, offered before DUcaanlya, 


Teacher, Following of- — fco bo done 
whenever opportunity occura, 1036. 

Teihporal acts, once begun, — need not 
be completed, 1026. 

Things, smeared with Soma-juico — 
carrying of — is Disposal, 778, 

Time, Injunctions of — reatrictivo, 780. 

Transference, no, of details of Arche 
type to Eetype, in some cases, 881. 

Tree-branch, to be fetched, 763. 


Shatokthya, at — additional hymns 

brought from Jyotistoma, 1378. 
ShySna, details— extended to Ia«, 1241. 
SJmdra, not entitled to perform 
sacrifices, 995. 

Shuchidaivata, takes details of Agni&ya^ 
1370. 

Significance, attaches to Singular 
Number, 720. 

,, attaches to Gender, 725. 

Slicing, each-— a distinct unit, 905. 
Sodashin, Terminus of Soma sacrifice, 
at — ^Retrospective Agnitwtra should 
be performed in morning, 1141. 
Soma, sacrifice comes after Darsha- 
Purtiamdsa, 823. 

„ Juice of — set aside by Text, 
965. 

„ Pudha, substitute for, 1082. 
Sthapati-l^i, performed with uncon- » 
aoorated Fire, 1213. 

Stick, making over of — ^is a fruitful act, 
774. 

Subsidiary sacrifices, performed at 
their own proper time, 829. 
Substance, Injunctions of — restrictive, 
780. 

„ „ properties of 

— ^restrictive, 
780. 

„ subserves the purpose of 
sacrifices, 789. 

Substitute, none, for Deity, Fire, 
Mantara. or Action, 1060. 

„ a forbidden substance should 
never be used aa, 1060. 

,, none for the Master except 
at Satra, 1064, 1066. 

* Svara^dma*, indicates transference of 
details, 1288. 

Svaru, not the motive for wood- 
chopping, 766. 

„ is an accessory of the animal, 
851. 

Sviaiakft offering, not the motive for 
cake-making, 739. 


Udavasaniya, when put off, the 
Retrospective Homa shall not bo 
put off, 1 139. 

Undefined, ssacrifices — I’rocoduro of 
Soraa-sacrifico adopted at, 1333. 

Updrhahti sacrifice, complete ‘ dis- 
placement of deity ’ at, 1117. 

Upaaads, Three — to bo repeated, 919. 


Vaimrdfut is part of PUr^amdaa, 820. 
‘ Faia^m does not indicate trans- 
' f^noe of details of Atithyd, 1280. 
Vaiahvdnara sacrifice, result of — ac- 
crues to the 
Son ; 

nydya \ 826. 

„ » performed • after 

the Birbh'rite, 


„ is a contingent act, 841. 
Vdjina, takes details of Darsha- 
Purpamisa, 1364. 

VofMs, common to three sacrifices, 786. 
„ and yataa are terms indicative 
of Time of Fmto, 
1103. 

„ „ „ Time indicated by 

—applicable to all 
oases, 1108, 

VarunapraghoBa, material used at 
Avabhj'thd of — should be Huskwand 
Curdled Milk, 1278. 

‘ Vdaaa \ stands for the genm, 1291. 
Vishvagit-Nydya Ay 801, 

„ ., B, 803. 

„ „ 0, 807. 

„ Expiatory — ^to be performed, 

. . 1101 . ■ - 
,, to be performed as soon as 
proceeded with, 1137, 


ioher, FoUowijog of — ^ond eucli 
luties to be observed after 
layana, 1031. ^ , ’ , ' . 
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VuMojit, at— Father aaid otijer rela- 
tives not to be given away, 
1176. 

„ at— Earth a«id other things 

not to be given away, 1178. 
at — Horse, etc., not to be 
given away, 1179. ' 

„ at— only such ‘ entire pro- 

perty ’ to be given as is 
already there, 1180, emd 
that at time of paying Fee, 
1183. 

„ at — no giving away of Shndra 

servant who is working for 
Dharrm, 1182. 

,, at— -reraaining accessory de- 

tails to be performed after 
paying Pee, 1184. 


Vishvojit, at~when part of AAcwfawa, 
‘ entire property ’ to to givwi 
as Fee, 1187. 

,, performed by one 'whose 
wealth is more than 112, 
1189. 

Wife, to do only what is actually 
pimcribed as to be done by her, 
993. 

Yaga, what is, 784. 

“• Years % one ‘ thousand ’—stands for 
Thioma^ Days, 1197. 

‘ Yupa the term in ‘ 
yupah ’ does not indieate perform- 
ance of consecratory rites, 1296. 

YupaharrmnySya, 889. 




